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PREFACE. + 


— 





Tun substance of the following pages wat. deliv- 
ered in the form of lectures on the subject of 
Infant aptism™ to a few congregations where a 
discussion of this question was desired. Some 
persons who listened to the argument requested 
me to prepare it for the press, that it might be 
circulated among the people in a more substantial 
form. To this request, coming as it did from 
very respectable sources, I yielded; and as time 
and other duties would allow, have prepared the 
following for publication. 

The work is larger than I at first intended ; but 
J was unable to discuss the subject with any degree 
of satisfaction to myself in a less compass. My 
leading object, both as to plan and style, has 
been to make the subject plain, and bring it to 
the understanding of the most common reader. 
The continuation of the Abrahamic Church into 
the gospel dispensation is first proved, and then 
made the basis of the argument for infant bap- 
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tism. All the Scripture facts, as well as the words 
of Christ and his apostles, relating to this subject, 
are to be viewed by the light of this great truth. 
Then all speak with a clearness for infant bap- 
tism which cannot be misunderstood. We have 
also endeavoured in the discussion of this subject 
to notice and remove the many alleged difficulties 
and mysteries which the Baptists have laboured 
to throw around this question. 

This work is principally designed for circulation 
among the people who have requested its publi- 
cation, on the bounds of my own field of labour: 
yet I have avoided giving to the subject anything 
of a local character, and hope it may not prove 

‘uninteresting to any into whose hands it may 


chance to fall. ; 
Moses Hit, 
FRAnguin, Pa., March 2, 1854. 
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A PLEA 
FOR 


INFANT BAPTISM. 


For the better understanding of the reader we 
present the following as the plan of our argument 
on this question. The whole subject is embraced 
in this one proposition. 


re GENERAL PROPOSITION. 


Christian parents should dedicate their infants 
to God in baptism, as they are members of his 
Church; and have from the origin, by divine 
authority, received the same external sign of mem- 
bership as adults, which sign at the first was cir- 
cumcision—afterward baptism; while the ob- 
jections to infant baptism brought by its opponents . 
are groundless, 


Perhaps no proposition with the same number 
of words could be more objectionable to anti- 
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Pedobaptists, than the above, as it claims divine 
authority for an ordinance which they most posi- 
tively reject. No part of it will be admitted; 
therefore all must be proved. And as the propo- 
sition contains a number of distinct ideas, it will 
be necessary to divide it, and consider each sepa- 
rately. vn ta 

We have then the following affirmations :— 

I, Infants are members of the Church. 

Il. Infants from the origin of the Church have 
received, by divine authority, the same external 
sign of their membership as adults ; which sign 
at the first was circumcision, and afterward bap- 
tism. 

II. The objections to infant baptism, brought 
by its opponents, are groundless. 


These points being sustained, it follows that 
Christian parents should dedicate their children 
to God in baptism. ee: 


I. Infants are members of the Church. 
The word Church in the Scriptures has both 

. 4 specific and general meaning. It sometimes 
points out a particular congregation,—as in 
1 Cor. xiv, 23, “ If therefore the whole Church be 
come together into one place.” $o also of the 
Churches in Asia, This word has also a general 
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meaning, and in this sense applies to God’s uni- 
versal Church on earth. In this sense it is used 
in Eph. i, 22, “And gave him to be the head 
over all things to the Church.” Col. i, 24, “ For 
his body’s sake, which is the Church.” Matt. 
xvi, 18, “On this rock will I build my Church.” 
The Church in this sense embraces all on earth 
who belong to Christ. For the foundation of 
God standeth sure, having this seal, The Lord 
knoweth them that are his. When we speak of 
infants belonging to the Church, we do not mean 
that they belong to the Church in A. or to the 
Church in B.—not to this branch or that branch 
of the Church, but to God’s universal Church, 
which is built upon the rock—which is the body 
of Christ, and over which Christ is in all things 
the head. To this Church infants belong, and 
should be acknowledged by all the disciples, as 
they were by the Lord, as belonging to the king- 
dom of heaven. Nor do we mean when we say 
infants belong to the Church, that they are re- 
sponsible members, or active members; but we 
mean that God has made them to compose a part 
of his Church on earth, and has given them the 
external sign of their membership. A family is 
composed of adults and infants; but the infants 
are not labourers, or counsellors; yet who will 
say that the infant in the cradle is not as much a 
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member of the family as the young man Jabour- 
ing in the field? He has the same common 
name, the same right of food and raiment, 
and also an equal right in the inheritance. 
Why, then, as the Church is called a household 
and family may we not allow infants to belong 
to the family of God? A state is composed of 
adults and infants: but infants bear no state bur- 
dens—-they perform no state duties; and yet they 
receive all the advantages of government. They 
are numbered in the state census—have the 
right of protection and support, and their right 
of inheritance is secured to them by law. The 
Church is called a kingdom. And are there no 
infants in the kingdom of God? Our Lord 
answers, “ Of such is the kingdom of heaven,” 
But the doctrine of infants in the Church is so 
vigorously opposed by all classes of the Baptists that 
the proposition must be supported by direct. proof. 
We will, therefore, inquire into the origin of God’s 
visible Church to see if the lambs composed a 
part of his flock, and in another place if sie 
received the same common mark, 

And surely this cannot be a difficult Resa for 
an event involving such important interests to 
the world as the formation of God’s Church on 
earth must be marked in such a manner as to 
clearly point out the period when it was done. 
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That. God has a Church on earth, all admit. 
And that it took its visible form at some particu- 
lar time, all must agree. When this period was, 
and who composed its membership, are questions 
of great importance to the subject of infant bap- 
tism. . The Peedobaptists are unanimous in fix- 
ing the time of the Church organization in the 
days of Abraham. But the opponents of infant 
baptism all agree in denying this, but disagree 
among themselves as to the time it was organ- 
ized. But feeling themselves bound to point out 
the time when the visible Church was formed, in- 
asmuch as it really exists, with its ordinances of 
religion, one fixes on this period, another on 
that. One class of Baptist writers regards the 
day.of Pentecost as the time of its commence- 
ment. A Mr. Frey, a Baptist writer, after la- 
bouring for pages to show that the Church was 
not organized in the days of Abraham, says he 
agrees with the learned Mr. Pierson, in fixing it 
on the day of Pentecost. To this we answer, It 
is a very easy thing to make a declaration, but 
quite another thing to produce the evidence. The 
day of Pentecost, we know, was a great day for 
the Church—a great revival, and many converted. 
But that the Church of God was organized on 
that day there is not the least shadow of evidence. 
There is as much evidence of a Church before the 
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day of Pentecost, as after. The three thousand 
converted on that day were added. Added to 
what? We always supposed to the Church. 
But if no Church existed, how could they be 
added to it? But allow the Church an existence, 
and its ministers there present, nothing would be 
more natural, than that men, when they were 
soundly converted to God, would join his Church. 

Again. It would be well for those Baptists 
that hold this view of the subject to inquire 
how this bears on John’s baptism. For as bap- 
tism is their door into the Church, it certainly 
would look a little smgular for John to baptize 
all Jerusalem, and Judea, and all the regions 
round about Jor dan, into the Church three years 
before the Church was formed. But the sacra- 
ment also was administered by our Lord some 
fifty days before the Pentecost. Does not this 
look a little singular, that an ordinance of the 
Church is at least fifty days older than the 
Church ? 

But this claim rests on so weak a foundation 
that many of the Baptists have feared to light 
upon it, and therefore have turned away from 
the day of Pentecost to find a more favourable 
period as the time of the Church’s formation. 

Another class of Baptist writers look to the 
days of John the Baptist as the beginning of the 
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Church. Mr. Robinson, a celebrated’ English 
Baptist, was of this opinion. And many, I be- 
lieve, receive his views. Now if this view is cor- 
rect, the former view must be wrong, for nothing 
is more certain than that the Church of God did 
not begin to exist at both these periods. Both 
cannot be true; both may be false. One we 
have shown so to be; let us look at the other. 
_ -What evidence is there that the Church of 
‘God was formed in the days of John? I know 
of none., But the Church must have begun at 
some time, and it will not answer the Baptist 
cause to allow it to have begun in Abraham’s 
time, for then infants would be members of the 
Church, just as our proposition declares. So they 
seek the origin of the Church in the different 
revivals with which God has favoured his Zion. 
There was a revival in John’s day; hence some 
fix that as the origin of the Church. But un- 
fortunately for this claim, we find a Church before 
John’s day. For St. Stephen, speaking of Moses, 
(Acts vii, 38,):said, “ This is he that was in the 
Church in the wilderness, with the angel which 
spake to him in the mount Sina, and with our 
fathers ; who received the lively oracles to give 
unto us.” Here then is a Church many years 
before John. But: it is objected that the Greek 
éxkAnoia is from the verb é«xaAéw, which means 
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simply to call out; and therefore the Chureh of 
St. Stephen was not necessarily a religious body, 
but may have been a carnal assembly. To this 
we reply: the classics apply this word, é&xAnota, 
to promiscuous assemblies ; and it is also true that 
when the Greek language was applied to relig- 
ious ideas, this word ‘was used by Christ and 
his apostles to point out a religious assembly. 
And it is used but a very few times in the New 
Testament in any other sense. The word has a 
classic and a religious meaning. How then did 
St. Stephen use it? That he used it in its re- 
ligious sense, the character of the assembly to 
which he applied it will clearly show. wie 
The angel that was there with Moses and the 
people was. the Lord himself: for he said to 
Moses, “ See thou tempt him not, for he will not _ 
forgive your trespasses.” “ Who can forgive sins 
but God only?” Moses and Aaron were in this 
Church, Joshua and Caleb were in this Church. 
There they had religious service and holy ordi- . 
nances. There received they the lively oracles of 
God. These people, with God in their midst, as 
their .guide and lawgiver, with holy ordinances 
and with religious service, St. Stephen calls a 
Church. We leave for the reader to say whether 
it was a religious body or a carnal assembly. » 
Some of the Baptists have seen the fallacy of the 


A PLEA FOR INFANT BAPTISM. 18 


claim for John’s day as the origin of the Church, 
and have moved it back to the time of Moses. 
This is a more recent view. But they are not 
far enough back yet. It is to be hoped that the 
next move made by our Baptist friends will take 
them back to the days of Abraham. | 

“But the design of this last move is too mani- 
fest to need many remarks. If the organization 
of the Church of which St. Stephen speaks can 
be made to consist in the giving of the ceremo- 
nial Jaw, and the appointing of the Jewish ritual, 
then, when these passed away, the organization 
ceased, and the Church was destroyed. And 
though infants were members of the Church 
then, they may not be now. It seems very diffi- 
cult indeed for the opponents of infant baptism 
to find the origin of the Church, They light on 
many different points in the history of the Church 
as the time of its origin; yet there is one period 
they all seem studiously to avoid, and that is the 
time’ when God said to “ Abraham, I will be a 
God to thee and thy srxp after thee.” 

But to the third view~of the Baptists. Did 
the Church begin with Moses? If so, where is 
the evidence? If it is answered, “Moses gave 
unto. you citcumcision ;” we reply, “ Not because 
it was of Moses, but of the fathers.” John vii, 22. 
If it be said, “The law was given by Moses ;” we 
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reply with Paul, “The law, which was four hun- 
dred and thirty years after, could not disannul the 
covenant.” “The law was added because of 
transgression.” Added to what? Here is an 
organization four hundred and thirty years before 
the law; and the law is said to be after it,— 
“added” to it, and it could not disannul it. It 
certainly shows there was something even before 
the law too sacred to be destroyed. “Touch it 
not,” says God, “for there is a blessing in it.” 
The law was added for a limited season—“ until 
the Seed should come ;” and for a specific purpose 
—‘to bring us to Christ;” and as this law was 
added ‘until the Seed should come,” so “ Christ. 
was the end of the law for righteousness’ sake.” 
But had God no Church until. Moses? Why 
then does he call them “my people?” I have 
heard the groaning of “my people;” “Saw my 
people.” He also speaks of them as a father of 
a child, and says, “My son.” There is as much 
evidence of a Church before Moses as after Moses. 
After Moses there was a congregation; so there — 
was before Moses. After Moses they had ordi- 
nances; so they had before. After Moses they 
worshipped God in the use of his appointed means; 
so they did before. Moses recognised the ordi- 
nances that were in the Church before his time: 
“Moses gave unto you circumcision, not because 
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it was of Moses, but of the fathers,” (John vii, 22,) 
even of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 

To Abraham’s day, then, we must go for the 
origin of God’s visible Church. There is the 
record of the whole affair, beginning with the 
twelfth and ending with the seventeenth chapter 
of Genesis. To this point all the learned Pedo- 
baptist writers refer for its origin; and although 
the Baptists deny this, they know not where else 
to place it. 

_It may be asked here, Had God no people 
wii Abraham? I answer, Yes, as individuals, 
but not asa Church. As individuals, Abel, Seth, 
Enoch, and Noah worshipped God, and preached 
righteousness. But until Abraham’s day there 
was no Church formation, with rules of govern- 
ment, and sign of Church membership, and holy 
covenant that bound the great God on his part to 
“be a God to them, and their seed after them,” 
and on their part to keep his covenant of circum- 
cision. Paul calls Abraham “the father of the 
faithful,” “the father of all that believe.” Now 
in what sense was he the father of all that be- 
lieve? Surely he was not the first believer; for 
Abel, Enoch, and Noah believed long before he 
was born. But allow him to be the first in the 
visible Church, and the difficulty vanishes away. 
For if he were first in the Church, and the cove- 
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nant made with him, and all believers come into 
his family, he could with the greatest propriety 
be called the father of the family, or the father 
of the faithful. In this sense the passage is plain. 
But reject this view, as the Baptists do, and what 
does the apostle mean? ‘Will some learned Bap- 
tist explain the apostle’s meaning ? 

The history of the organization of the Church 
is easily stated. When Abram was seventy- 
five years old the Lord said to him, “Get thee 
out of thy country, and from thy kindred, and 
from thy father’s house, unto a land that I will 
show thee:—And Iwill bless them that bless 
thee, and curse him that curseth thee; and in thee 
shall all families of the earth be blessed.” In 
answer to this call, Abram took Sarai his wife, 
and Lot, his brother’s son, and all their substance, 
and went into the land of Canaan. Years after 
God met him again, and said, “ Fear not, Abram: 
I am thy shield, and thy exceeding great reward.” 
At this time God showed him the boundaries of 
the land of Canaan; and entered into a solemn 
covenant with him, that he and his seed should 
have it in possession; and also gave him his 
son Isaac by promise. But when Abram was 
ninety-nine years old, the Lord appeared unto 
him again, and declared himself as the Almighty 
God, and commanded Abram to walk before him 


"T 


A PLEA FOR INFANT BAPTISM. 17 


and be perfect. God changed his name from 
Abram to Abraham, “and he believed in the 
Lord and he counted it to him for righteousness.” 
And God said, “I will establish my covenant. be- 
tween me and thee, and thy seed after thee; to 
be a God unto. thee, and to thy seed after thee.” 
“And this is my covenant,” or the sign of my 
covenant: ‘Every man-child among you sball 
be circumcised ;” “and he that is eight days old 
shall be circumcised among you;” and the “un- 
circumcised man-child shall be cut off from his 
people.” And God blessed Sarai, and. changed 
her name to Sarah, Then Abraham prayed. for 
Ishmael, and the Lord heard him, and he blessed 
Ishmael also, and then went. up from talking with 
Abraham, Then Abraham arose and was. Cir- 
cumcised, and Ishmael the self-same day. And 
Isaac, also, was circumcised at eight days old, ae- 
cording to the covenant. The work was done; 
and God had a people, separated from the world. 
The mustard-seed was planted; the leaven was 
in the meal; and from that day until now God 
has had a visible Church on the earth. And as 
our proposition declares, we find infants members 
of this Church. 

(2.) But the opponents of infant baptism meet 
this view by saying, that’God made two covenants 
with Abraham: the one in the twelfth of Genesis, 

Dy) : 
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a covenant of grace; the other in the seventeenth 
of Genesis, a covenant of circumcision—which re- 
lated wholly to temporal blessings. The design 
of this isto make the organization which took* 
place in Abraham’s family, in which infants were 
embraced, and of which circumcision was the 
sign, to be merely a civil or political compact. 
What God said to Abraham in the twelfth chapter 
they claim as the covenant of grace, and as wholly 
spiritual, and involving no organization at all. And 
what, therefore, we claim as the origin of God’s 
spiritual Zion is regarded by the Baptists as a politi- 
cal compact, and circumcision as a mark of nation- 
al distinction and a pledge tg the land of Canaan. 
If we ask, Why separate the covenant which 
God made with Abraham into two? the true 
answer, perhaps, is, To evade infant baptism. 
For if that organization cannot be shown to be 
carnal, infants are members, by divine command, 
of aspiritual compact with the same sign of mem- 
bership as adults. We object to this separation, 
for it leaves the covenant of grace without any 
sign at all; for the sign is set to the covenant in 
the seventeenth chapter. It may be said, The 
promise of God issufficient. This we might grant. 
But we ask, Why was it not sufficient without the 
sign when the land of Canaan was under consid- 
eration? When God promised salvation to the 
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world through Abraham, according to the Baptist 
view, he bound himself neither by sign or seal. 
But when he would give Abraham a little land in 
Canaan, he then entered into a contract, and 
secured it by his seal! Perhaps the reader be- 
heves this! I am aware that the Baptists claim 
that nothing but spiritual blessings are mentioned 
in the twelfth chapter, and nothing but temporal 
blessings are mentioned in the seventeenth chap- 
ter. But this certainly is a mistake: for in the 
twelfth chapter God speaks of the “land which 
I will show thee,” which all must admit refers to 
the Jand of Canaan; and in the seventeenth 
chapter he promises to “be a God to thee and 
thy seed after thee.” This embraces spiritual 
good. A 

We understand, then, the covenant to be one, 
beginning with the twelfth, and being perfected 
in the seventeenth chapter. But if this view should 
be incorrect, the covenant called the covenant of 
circumcision is most certainly a spiritual cove- 
nant, and the compact organized in this covenant 
was a spiritual assembly—a religious body. 
Leaving then, with these remarks, the question 
of the number of the covenants, let us look at 
the character of the covenant of circumcision, and 
of the compact organized thereby. This covenant 
was sealed by circumcision. If circumcision was 
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a spiritual ordinance, then the covenant of which 
it was the seal must have been a spiritual cove- 
nant; or Christ and Belial may be united, and 
he that believeth may have fellowship with an 
infidel: for God has united a spiritual ordinance 
with a carnal covenant. This will not do. The 
Scriptures forbid it. For if the first fruit (which 
is the circumcision) be holy, the lump (which is 
the covenant) is also holy ; and if the root be holy, 
so are the branches,—the compact built on this 
spiritual foundation. So by a Scriptural mode of 
reasoning, if we find circumcision to have been a 
spiritual ordinance, the covenant was spiritual, 
and the Church established thereon was spiritual 
also. The Scriptures must determine the char- 
acter of circumcision. “ And he received the sign 
of circumcision, a seal of the righteousness of the 
faith which he had yet being uncircumcised.” 
Rom. iv, 11. 

Perhaps in no scripture is the ordinance of 
baptism shown so clearly to be spiritual, as is 
circumcision in this passage: “Abraham believed 
God, and he counted it to him for righteousness.” 
And he received circumcision as a seal of this 
triumphant “faith which worked by love and 
purified the heart.” “The Lord counted it to 
him for righteousness,” and circumcision was its 
external seal. 
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- An ordinance divinely appointed to seal the 
righteousness of faith must be a spiritual ordi- 
nance. Circumcision was so appointed, for such 
a seal; therefore circumcision was a_ spiritual 
ordinance. Further: that covenant, sealed and 
signed by a spiritual ordinance, must also be a 
spiritual covenant. The covenant of circumcision 
was so sealed and signed; therefore the cove- 
nant was a spiritual covenant. It follows, also, 
that an organization established on a spiritual 
covenant, and having a spiritual ordinance as a_ 
sign and seal, must have been a spiritual organ- 
ization or compact. The body organized in the 
family of Abraham, as recorded in the seven- 
teenth chapter of Genesis, had such an ordinance. 
Therefore that organization was a spiritual, or 
religious body. 

I insert these deductions here, as they follow 
every passage that shows the religious character 
of circumcision. 

“‘ For he is not a Jew, which is one outwardly ; 
neither is that circumcision, which is outward in 
the flesh: but he is a Jew which is one in- 
wardly ; and circumcision is that of the heart, in 
the spirit, and not in the letter; whose praise is 
not of men, but of God.” 

Two things are here stated by the Apostle: 
First, That the true circumcision was not outward 
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inthe flesh. Now if circumcision was only a mark 
of national distinction, or a pledge to the land of 
Canaan, and not a spiritual ordinance, it cer- 
tainly was outward, and only outward,—in the 
flesh, and only in the flesh. The Baptist view 
disputes Paul directly in this part of the text. He 
says secondly, that circumcision is “ of the heart,” 
“in the spirit.” How can this be, unless it had 
a spiritual character? How was it of the heart, 
only as it represented the work of grace in the 
heart? How could it be of the spirit, only as 
it was the sign of a spiritual work? To say that 
circumcision was a carnal ordinance—a mere 
business transaction—as do the opponents of in- 
fant baptism, is to make the Apostle Paul, in the 
above text, talk the most egregious nonsense ever 
attributed to mortal man. But to allow cireum- 
cision to have been an outward sign of an inward 
grace, aS baptism now is allowed to be, and the 
above text is a clear and forcible presentation of 
its true character. Here, then, we have the cir- . 
cumcision of the Abrahamic Church a spiritual 
ordinance, working in the spirit, and belonging 
to the heart. But the ordinance being spiritual, 
the covenant which it seals must be spiritual. 
And the ordinance and the covenant being spir- 
itual, the Church founded thereon must be spir- 
itual also. Hence we have God’s spiritual Zion 
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in the house of Abraham, and infants composing 
a part of its membership. “For circumcision 
verily profiteth, if thou keep the law; but if thou 
be a breaker of the law, thy cireumcision is made 
uncireumcision.” Rom. ii, 25. 

The religious character of circumcision is 
clearly seen in this passage, for it bound to the 
observance of God’s law. Its advantages were 
realized only by those who kept the Jaw ; and to 
him who broke the law, his “ cireumcision was 
made uncireumeision.” Certainly not. literally 
so. And if this ordinance was only a mark of 
national distinction, the profane carried the mark 
as well as the pious. How, then, did a violation 
of the law destroy circumcision? The answer is’ 
easy: circumcision was a seal of faith. But 
one might have the outward seal without the 
inward grace. The breakers of the law had not 
the faith, and therefore their circumcision was of 
no advantage. 

From this text also, is clearly seen the spiritual 
character of this ordinance. But the ordinance 
being spiritual, the covenant was also spiritual ; 
and the Church established thereon must have 
been spiritual. And of this Church infants com- 
posed a part, and received this spiritual ordinance 
as a sign of their membership. ‘“ What advan- 
tage then hath the Jew? or what profit is there 
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of circumcision? Much every way : chiefly, be- 
cause that unto them were committed the oracles 
of God.” Rom. iii, 1, 2. 

This passage very clearly shows the religious 
character of this ordinance. Whatever temporal 
advantage it secured, this was not its chief de- 
sign. ‘Chiefly, because that unto them were 
committed the oracles of God.” What had cir- 
cumcision to do with the oracles of God, if it 
was a profane ordinance? But being a religious 
ordinance,—a seal of faith, and sign of Church 
relation,—it bound them to the obedience of God’s 
law. And God, in remembrance of his covenant, 
gave unto them his “ lively oracles.” 

Thus we see, again, circumcision to be a_re- 
ligious. rite—a spiritual ordinance. But the 
covenant must then be spiritual, and the Church 
established thereon, spiritual also. Let the reader 
bear in anind that infants were members of this 
spiritual Church, and received this spiritual sign. 

Let us look also at Gal. v, 2: “ Behold, I Paul 
say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, Christ 
shall profit you nothing.” This was addressed to 
the Church who had already received Christ, as 
the Saviour crucified and risen from the dead ; 
and for such to receive circumcision, was to re- 
ject Christ, for “ Christ shall profit you nothing.” 
How is this, if circumcision was only a mark 
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of national distinction? All nations, tongues, and 
people have a right to the merits of the Lord 
Jesus. But here is an ordinance, or mark, which, 
if received since Christ has made his appearance, 
rejects: him altogether, and deprives us of his 
saving power. In some important sense, then, 
this ordinance must have related to Christ. 
What, then, is the true meaning of this text? 
The answer is easy.. Circumcision was an ordi- 
nance in the Abrahamie Church which looked 
forward to the coming of Christ. It was pros- 
pective in its character. Abraham received it as 
a seal of his faith. Faith in what? That in his 
seed all nations of the earth sbould be blessed— 
faith in Christ to come; and all who received gir- 
cumcision said thereby, The Saviour has not yet 
made his appearance, but we look for his coming. 
So to receive it now, is to deny that Christ has 
come. In this sense the Jews receive it to this 
day. Of necessity, therefore, there must be a 
change in the ordinance; but we will speak more 
of this in another place. if the circumcision of 
Timothy by the apostle should be thought incon- 
sistent with this view, we have only to remark, 
that was done by the apostle on the ground of 
expediency, to accommodate the prejudices of the 
Jews, and in no’sense according to the ancient 
law of circumcision. In any other sense would 
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the practice of the apostle be inconsistent with 
his precepts. Here, then, in another text have 
we the religious character of this ordinance im- 
plied in the most forcible manner. It stood as a 
religious rite in the Church pointing to a com- 
ing Saviour, until the Lord Jesus made his ap- 
pearance ; then it gave way to another suited to 
the gospel dispensation. 

But that the reader may further see the re- 
ligious character of this ordinance, we refer to 
Deut. xxx, 6: “And the Lord thy God will cir- 
cumcise thy heart, and the heart of thy seed, to 
love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and 
with all thy soul, that thou mayest live.” Also 
to Jer. iv, 4: “Cireumceise yourselves to the Lord, 
and take away the foreskins of your heart, ye men 
of Judah and inhabitants of Jerusalem.” See also 
Col. ii, 10, 11: “Yeare complete in him, which 
is the head of all principality and power : in whom 
also ye are circumcised with the circumcision 
made without hands, in putting off the body of the . 
sins of the flesh by the circumcision of Christ.” 

In what sense, we ask, is circumcision used in 
the above passages? All must admit in a relig- 
ious sense. But how could the apostle so apply 
it if it had no such meaning? It here points out 
a clean heart—to love the Lord with all the heart 
and soul. It signifies here to be complete in 


A PLEA FOR INFANT BAPTISM. QT 


Christ,—“ to put off the body of the sins of the 
flesh.” The plain meaning of these scriptures is 
simply this. The sign is used for the thing sig- 
nified. Cireumcision was the sign of the right- 
eousness of faith, or of a clean heart; and it is here 
used to represent this inward work. The Jews 
understood it, and so did the Christians addressed 
by the apostle. So universally understood. was 
this ordinance as a religious rite, and its design 
as a sign of righteousness so acknowledged, that 
the whole religious character was involyed in a 
command to be circumcised. Circumcision, then, 
being proved to be a spiritual ordinance in the 
Church, and a sign and seal of the covenant, the 
covenant must also be a spiritual covenant; and 
the Church established on this covenant must be 
a spiritual Church: or else we have a carnal 
Church, with a spiritual ordinance, standing on 
a spiritual foundation,—which is absurd. But in- 
fants were members of this spiritual Church, and 
received the same spiritual sign of their member- 
ship in common with adults. 

(3.) That this Church, organized in Abraham’s 
family, composed of adults and infants, and both 
receiving the same sign of membership, was the 
spiritual Church of God, we further show from 
the care which God had over it; from the love he 
had for it; and from his relation to it. 
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See his care. “ When they went from one nation 
to another, from one kingdom to another people, 
he suffered no man to do them wrong: yea, he 
reproved kings for their sakes; saying, Touch not 
mine anointed, and do my prophets no harm.” 
Psalm ev, 18-15. The Lord fed this Church 
in the wilderness forty years on manna. He 
gave them water from the rock. He opened the 
sea and Jordan for their pathway. Their clothes 
waxed not old; and he led them with “a cloud 
by day, and fire by night.” 

“Thus saith the Lord, As the new wine is 
found in the cluster, and one saith, Destroy it not ; 
for a blessing is in it: so will I do for my ser- 
vants’ sake, that I may not destroy them all.” 
“So will I do,” saith God. Do what? Not 
destroy this Church—this Abrahamic Church 
with infants; for there is a blessing in it. Has 
God then cast away his people? God forbid. 

Balaam, speaking of this Church, said: “‘ How 
shall I curse whom the Lord hath not cursed? . 
or how shalt I defy whom the Lord hath not 
defied?” “ How goodly are thy tents, O Jacob! 
and thy tabernacles, O Israel.” ‘“ Blessed is he 
that blesseth thee, and cursed is he that curseth 
thee,” “Surely there is no enchantment against 
Jacob, neither is there any divination against 
Israel.” “It shall be said of Israel, What 
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hath God wrought!” Num. xxiii, xxiv. Thus 
spoke the wicked Balaam when for a price he 
would have cursed this Church. But God main- 
tained the right of his people. What more 
especial care has God ever exercised over the 
Church in the gospel dispensation, than he did 
in days of old? “ 

But. see Ais love. “He exalteth the horn of 
his people, the praise of all his saints; even of the 
children of Israel, a people near unto him.” Psa. 
exlyili, 14. How near unto him? So near that 
he loved them, and “suffered no man todo them 
wrong.” “He remembered his covenant, and 
their father Abraham.” 

“ When Israel was a child, then I loved him, 
and called my son out of Egypt.” Hosea xi, 1. 
“How shall I give thee up, Ephraim? how 
shall I deliver thee, Israel?” Verse 8. “O 
Israel, thou hast destroyed thyself; but in me is 
thy help.” Chap. xiii, 9. 

“] will heal their backslidmg, I will dove 
them freely: for mine anger is turned away from 
him. I will be as the dew unto Israel: he shall 
grow as the lily, and cast forth his roots as Leba- 
non. His branches shall spread, and his beauty 
shall be as the olive-tree.” 

The Lord loved his ancient Church as strongly 
as his Church in latter days; for he has made no 
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stronger declarations of love for his Church now, 
than he did then. But this same Church that 
God loved so well had infants in it, and they 
received the same sign of their membership as 
adults. . 

But see his relation to this. Church. Look. 
first at the relation of God to his people. “ And 
I will establish my covenant between me and 
thee, and thy seed after thee, in their generations, 
for an everlasting covenant; to be a God unto 
thee, and to thy seed after thee.” Gen. xvii, 7, 
“And ye shall be my people, and I will be 
your God.” Jer. xxx, 22. As the people of God, 
they were bound to love him with all the heart, 
and to worship him in the beauty of holiness. 
“And the Lord thy God will circumcise thy 
heart, and the heart of thy seed, to love the Lord 
thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy 
soul, that thou mayest live.” Who could love 
God more than he required of his ancient Church ? 
This relation involved not only love, but obedience. 
And God said, “Walk before me, and be thou 
perfect.” “Keep therefore the words of this 
covenant, and do them, that ye may prosper in 
all that ye do.” Deut. xxix, 9. 

It is said by the opponents of infant baptism 
that this Church was only a political organization, 
resting on a carnal covenant. . In what sense, then, 


* 


A PLEA FOR INFANT BAPTISM, él 


were they God’s people? And how are we to 
understand the Lord when he says, “They shall 
be my people, and I will be their God?” Ina 
‘ general sense he is the God of all nations, tongues, 
and people; but in a special sense was he the 
.God of the Jewish Church, and they in an equally 
special sense were his people. Hear them as 
they sing, “Give unto the Lord the glory due unto 
his name, bring an offering and come before 
him: worship the Lord in the beauty of holiness.” 
In what age of the Church could they do more? 
Or of whom was more required? “And say ye, 
Save us, O God of our salvation, and gather us 
together, and deliver us from the heathen, that 
we may give thanks to thy holy name, and glovy 
in thy praise. Blessed be the Lord God of Israel 
forever and-ever. And all the people said, Amen, 
and praised the Lord.” 1 Chron. xvi, 35, 36. 
It would be difficult to find a scene described 
either in the Old Testament or the New, more 
devotional, and even spiritual, than was this wor- 
. ship offered to God by his Old Testament Church. 
Every heart seemed interested : “ And all the peo- 
ple said, Amen, and praised the Lord.” 

Infants were in this spiritual Church, and 
received the same external nia of membership 
as the adults. 

The Abrahamic Church is represented as the 
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bride, the spouse of God. “Turn, O back- 
sliding children, saith the Lord; for I am married 
unto you.” Jer. iii, 14. “As the bridegroom 
rejoiceth over the bride, so shall thy God rejoice: 
over thee.” Isa. lxii, 5. “Thus saith the Lord, 
Where is the bill of your mother’s divorcement, 
whom I have put away ?” Isa. J, 1. 

These scriptures are sufficient to show that God 
acknowledged this near and sacred relation to the 
Jewish Church. So he does also to the Christian 
Church, And it would be well for the opponents 
of infant baptism, before they separate the Jewish 
and the Christian Church into two distinct or- 
ganizations, and make the Christian Church the 
Lamb’s wife, to find a bill of divorce from the 
Church of Abraham. And this divorce should 
be made very clear, both for the honour of God, 
and the honour of his Church. And it might be 
prudent for the Baptists to say but little against 
either the moral or religious character of the 
Abrahamic Church, lest they should offend the 
Husband by speaking evil of his bride. All 
antipedobaptists deny that the Jewish Church 
was a religious compact. They call it a carnal 
assembly. Then God was married to a carnal 
assembly. And so of all the titles they give this 
Church. Whatever they say of it, they say of 
the spouse of God. But in this Church, to which 
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God was married, were infants who received cir- 
cumeision, the same sign of membership as adults. 
If this Church is still his bride—and we have not 
heard of her death or divoree—why not give the 
infant still the same sign as the adult? They 
received it at first. When were they cut off, 
and by whose authority? Let our Baptist friends 
look well to the answers of these questions. They 
may at some period be called upon for the lambs 
of the flock ; and it will not do to say with Cain, 
“T am not my brother’s keeper ;” for Christ not 
only said, “ Feed my sheep,” but also, “ Feed my 
lambs.” 

(4.) That the Church of God began in Abra- 
ham’s family is further evident, as they had the 
same gospel preached unto them that is preached 
now unto us. “The Scripture, foreseeing that 
God would justify the heathen through faith, 
preached before the gospel unto Abraham, say- 
ing, In thee shall all nations be blessed.” Gal. 
iii, 8, That this was the true gospel none can 
doubt, as Paul speaks of it as such, and it refers 
to Christ—the subject of all gospel preaching— 
as the blessing of the world. But what had the 
preaching of this gospel to Abraham to do with 
the justifying of the heathen? Very much. It 
took Abraham into covenant relation with God, 


as the first in his visible Church; and through 
3 
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the instrumentality of this Church it was to be 
preached to the heathen, They were to come 
into its sacred enclosure, and sit down with Abra- 
ham, Isaac and Jacob, and there be blessed with 
faithful Abraham. For Isaiah says of the Jewish 
Church : “ The Gentiles shall come to thy light, 
and kings to the brightness of thy rising.” Chap. 
Ix, 3. “For unto us was the gospel preached, as 
well as unto them: but the word preached did 
not profit them, not being mixed with faith in 
them that heard it.” Heb. iv, 2. Here again is 
the same gospel to the Abrahamic Church as is 
preached unto us. Ifit be objected that it did not 
profit them, the answer is, It was for want of 
faith in them that heard it. And this shows 
clearly that the gospel of the Jewish Church was 
the same with our own, for it did not profit with- 
out faith. It does not now. He that believeth 
not shall be damned. If the Jews were not 
saved, it was no fault of the gospel, but for want 
of faith in its promises. They rejected the gos- 
pel. If the gospel is the spiritual power of the 
Church now,.was it not then? If it prepares 
persons for fellowship with God and his people 
now, did it not then? Who can deny that the 
Church of old, enjoying the blessed gospel of 
God, built on a spiritual covenant, owned of God 
as his bride, and having a divinely-appointed 
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sign of membership,—who, I ask, can deny that 
this Chureh was the spiritual Zion of God? But 
in this Church, with this gospel, infants were 
members, with ie same sign of whi Sage as 
adults. 

"5: ) That this Church was the true Church of 
Géd is further evident, as it enjoyed the pres- 
ence of Christ, and was under his control. 
“This is he that was in the Church in the wil- 
derness with the Angei which spake to him in 
the Mount Sina.” The Angel is Jesus Christ. 
He appeared to Moses in the bush. He had 
power to forgive sins, which none but God in 
Christ can og He was the Prophet which Moses 
said should “afterward be raised up.” Acts vi. 
Of this same angel it is said, Exod. xxiii, 21, “ Be- 
ware of him, and obey his voice, provoke him 
not; for he will not ae your transgressions : 
for my name is in him.” Here is Christ with 
the name of the great SUN not given to him, 
but tt was in him. 

Paul, speaking of the Jewish Church, says: 
“They eat spiritual meat, and did all drink the 
same spiritual drink: for they drank of that spir- 
itual Rock that followed them, and that Rock-was 
Christ.” 1 Cor. x, 3, 4. “Neither let us tempt 
Christ, as some of them also tempted, and were 
destroyed of: serpents.” Christ was then in the 
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Jewish Church, as heis in the Church at the pres- 
ent day. He was there to pardon sins, to give 
them spiritual meat and drink. He was there 
to correct, to punish offenders. Thus they fell, 
as a warning to us, who tempted him. But in 
Christ’s Church in the wilderness, of which he, 
as now, was the head, were infants with the same 
sign of membership as adults. 

(6.) The religious character of the Abrahamic 
Church is further seen in the fact, that they were 
justified and saved by faith. “The just shall live 
by faith.” Hab. ii, 4, “ What saith the Scripture ? 
- Abraham believed God, and it was counted unto 
him for righteousness.” Rom. iv, 3. The ex- 
amples of triumphant faith selected by Paul are 
chiefly from the Abrahamie Church: Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob, Joseph and Moses, Gideon, 
Samson and David, with the prophets. And in 
his letter to the Romans (chap. ii) Paul represents 
some of the Jews as being broken off from this 
Church for their unbelief. In adults then, faith 
was required, and. for want of faith some were 
cut off. Cut off from a carnal assembly for want 
of faith! Cut off from a political body because 
of unbelief! The idea is ridiculous. And yet 
all this is said of the Church of Abraham, by 
the opponents of infant baptism. But infants 
were in this Church where faith was a condition 
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of membership, and received the same ny = 
pee el as adults, 

' (7.) The religious character of the Abrahamic 
Church is further seen in the fact, that God re- 
quired of them purity of life, and holiness of 
heart. “The Lord said unto him, I am the 
Almighty God; walk before me, and be thou 
perfect.” Gen. xvii, 1. "What more did God re- 
quite of an apostle? “Hear, O Israel: the Lord 
our God is one Lord: and thou shalt love the 
Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy 
soul, and with all thy might.” Deut. vi, 4, 5. 
‘What more does God require of the Christian 
Church? And God said concerning these com- 
mands, “Thou shalt teach them diligently uxto 
thy children, and shalt talk of them when thou 
sittest in thy house, and when thou walkest by 
the way, and when thou liest down, and when 
thou risest up.” They not only circumcised their 
children in the Abrahamic Church, but they 
taught them everywhere the holy commandments 
of God. Would that the Christian Church were 
as faithful. “And the Lord thy God will cir- 
eumeise thy heart, and the heart of thy seed, 
to love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, 
and with all thy soul, that thou mayest live.” 
Deut. xxx, 6. “For I am the Lord your God: 
ye shall therefore sanctify yourselves, and ye 
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shall be holy ; for I am holy.” Lev. xi, 44. “I 
am the Lord that bringeth you up out of the 
land of Egypt, to be your God: ye shall there- 
fore be holy, for I am holy.” Verse 45. : 

These quotations could be multiplied to almost 
any length ; but these are sufficient. They show 
that God required the highest degree of Chris- 
tian perfection of his Jewish Church—perfection 
that required every grace of the Spirit to accom- 
plish, as much then as now—holiness, eerie 
tion, love, faith, purity. 

We shall end this part of the Lepinaisa ere 
We have dwelt long upon it; and our only apol- 
ogy is, that no part of the asiussout for infant 
baptism is more vigorously opposed by the Bap- 
tists than the spiritual character of the Abrahamic 
Church. But we think this character is clearly 
secured to it in the scriptures above quoted. At 
least we have not seen even a plausible explana- 
tion of them on any other ground. And it is 
evident that the Baptists have felt the force of 
such scriptures, and therefore have endeavoured to 
show that whatever there was of the Abrahamic 
Church, it passed away at the coming of Christ, 
and that our Lord formed a new one in its place, 
in which children had no place as members. In 
support of this claim, they quote from Heb, 
viii, 7, 8: “For if that first covenant had been 
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faultless, then should no place have been sought 
for the second. For finding fault with them, he 
‘saith, Behold, the days come, saith the Lord, 
when I will make a new covenant. with the house 
of Israel, and with the house of Judah.” In 
showing that this scripture in no sense affects the 
Abrahamic Church, it is only necessary to in- 
quire what the apostle means by the.“ first cov- 
enant.” And in this the apostle is very explicit, 
as he tells when and where it was made. It was 
made, as is seen in the ninth verse, “when God 
took them by the’ hand to lead them out of the 
land of Egypt.” . What Paul calls the “ first coy- 
enant,” with which’ fault. was found, refers to the 
law given by Moses, which was four hundred 
and. thirty years after the covenant was made 
with Abraham. This law was added because of 
transgression, for a specific purpose,—* To bring 
us to Christ ;” and for a limited period,—“ Until 
the Seed should come.” That Seed was Christ ; 
hence Christ was the end of the law for right- 
eousness’ sake. “And the apostle says, “The law, 
which was added four hundred-and thirty years 
after the covenant, could not disannul it.” But 
Paul also speaks of a new covenant made with 
the house of Israel, and with the house of Judah. 
This is described in the tenth verse of this chap- 
ter, and is a renewal of the promise made to 
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Abraham : “TI will be to them a God, and they shall 
be to me a people”—the very words of the Abra- 
hamic covenant. So far, then, from this passage 
overthrowing the Abrahamic Church, it confirms 
the covenant on which it stands. The addition 
of the law to the covenant “ could not disannul 
it,’ neither could its removal overthrow it. — 

It is further claimed by the opponents of infant 
baptism, that great changes took place at the 
coming of Christ, and that the Christian Church 
differs very much in its outward appearance from 
the Jewish. This is cheerfully admitted. But 
we are to “judge not by appearances.” The 
removal of the law of ceremonies could not but 
produce this change. But we are to remember 
the words of Paul, “The law could not disannul 
the covenant.” Great changes could take place 
in the Church, as in other things, without de- 
stroying its identity. A lady changes her apparel; 
she appears very differently ; but is she not the 
-same lady? The Church is the “ Lamb’s wife ;” 
at his coming she put on her strength, and her 
“beautiful garments.’ There is a change from 
early dawn to midday, both as regards light and 
heat ; but is it not the same day? The Church 
“looks forth as the morning.” There is also a 
great change from infancy to age, both as regards 
knowledge and strength; but is the identity of 
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the person destroyed? The Church is the body 
of: Christ. A house is newly furnished; it ap- 
pears very differently; but is it not the same 
house?» The Church is the house of God; and 
its members, his family. We shall speak more 
definitely of these changes in another place, and 
show that they, so far from overthrowing. the 
Jewish Church, give their testimony in favour of 
infant baptism. 

_ But as it is claimed by the Baptists that the 
Abrahamic Church, with. its infant members, 
passed’ away at the coming of Christ, we deem 
it proper to present the reader with another class 
of scriptures which shall clearly show that the 
holy men of old, who “spake as they were moved 
_ by the Holy Ghost,” had no such idea,—that such 
a thought never entered into their minds. Hear 
the prophets, then, speak of God’s Zion, in which 
infants were received as members by the same 
external sign as adults: “For Zion’s sake will I 
not hold my peace, and for Jerusalem’s sake I 
will not rest, until the righteousness thereof go 
forth as brightness, and the salvation thereof as 
a lamp that burneth. And the Gentiles shall 
see thy righteousness, and all kings thy glory: 
and thou shalt be called by a new name, which 
the mouth of the Lord shaJl name. Thou shalt 
also be a crown of glory in the hand of the 
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Lord, and a royal diadem in the hand of thy 
God.” Isa, lxii, 1-3. + caus 

Here is an expression of ardent love and zeal 
for the Jewish Church. That she should be 
overthrown by the great Builder himself, as the 
opponents of infant baptism say, could not have 
been in the prophet’s mind. 

Her righteousness—her righteous doctrines 
and precepts—must go forth, unmixed with error, 
as clear as brightness, and fill the earth with her 
salvation as a lamp that burneth—to give light 
and heat to those in darkness and the shadow of 
death. ’ F 

The Gentiles are now seeing her righteousness, ~ 
and all kings are now witnessing her glory. Has 
not the Jewish Church already received her new 
name, Christian? Does she not already appear 
as a royal diadem in the hand of God ? 

But the prophet sings on: “ Arise and shine, 
for thy light is come, (whose light?) and the 
glory of the Lord is risen upon thee. (Upon 
whom?) And the. Gentiles shall come to thy 
light, and kings to the brightness of thy rising.” 
The glory of the Abrahamic Church is not.to be 
tarnished, Her light is not to grow dim. “But 
the Gentiles shall see it from afar, and shall come 
from the east and the west, and sit down in the 
kingdom with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.” 
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But as Abraham, Isaac, and. Jacob have their 
infants with them, may not the. Gants bring 
theirs ? 

_ But further stil, cone ao 20), moms ¢ “Look 
upon. Zion, the city of our solemnities: thine 
eyes shall see Jerusalem a quiet habitation, a 
tabernacle that shall not be taken down; not one 
of the stakes thereof shall ever be removed, nei- 
ther shall any of the cords thereof be broken.” 
I say, then, has God cast off his people? God 
forbid. “Think not,” said our Lord at his com- 
ing, “that Iam come to destroy the law, or the 
prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to 
fulfil.” Matt. v, 17. . 

_ But what does Isaiah mean by Zion and Jeru- 
salem? Certainly not the literal city of Jerusa- 
lem, for.then his prophecy would be false ;. for 
long ago that was taken down. He means the 
Church—the Church of which he was a member; 
and which he loved. God gaye him to see that 
this Church. should rise and conquer, and be 
quiet—“ A tabernacle that should not be taken 
down.” What do the opponents of infant bap- 
tism ‘say. to this? Will it be “taken down?” 
“ Not one stake shall be removed.” Was infant 
membership with the same sign as adults, one of 
the stakes of the old Church constitution? Yes: 
“Unto thee and thy seed.” “Isaac shall be cir- 
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eumcised.” This “shall not be broken.” Neither 
shall one cord be unloosed. All shall remain as of 
old. The cords may be lengthened for the Gentiles, 
and the stakes spread for the world: but they shall 
not be broken. Those persons know not the 
Scriptures who say that Christ came to destroy 
this Church. So far from coming to destroy it, he 
came to save it—to purify it. Malachi, the last 
of the prophets, speaks clearly on this point: 
“The Lord, whom ye seek, shall suddenly come 
to his temple, even the messenger of the covenant, 
whom ye delight in: behold, he shall come, saith 
the Lord of hosts. But who may abide the day 
of his coming? and who shall stand when he 
appeareth ? for he is like a refiner’s fire, and like 
fuller’s soap. And he shall: sit as a refiner and 
purifier of silver: and he shall purify the sons of 
Levi, and purge them as gold and silver, that they 
may offer unto the Lord an offering in righteous- 
ness, Then shall the offering of Judah and 
Jerusalem be pleasant unto the Lord, as in the . 
days of old, and as in former years.” Mal. iii, 1-4, 

In this quotation is clearly seen the work of 
the Messiah in the Jewish Church—to refine—to 
separate the gold from the dross. To purify the 
sons, and not to destroy, was his work. Nor 
yet was it to destroy their offerings, but rather 
to make them pleasant unto the Lord; as they 
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were in days of old, even in the days of Abraham 
and Isaac, Thus, even to the last of the prophets, 
there is no intimation of the destruction of the 
Abrahamic Church, This doctrine was not among 
the prophets. Let us see if it was taught do i 
Lord or his apostles, 

“ Other sheep I have, (said our dori s) which are 
not of this fold: them also I must bring ;—and 
there shall be one fold and one shepherd.” John 
KpwhOs pita « 

~ What. dia our ee mean by this fold? A 
fold means an enclosure, literally. Here it means 
the Church—the Jewish, Church. The other 
sheep were the Gentiles, who soon after were 
brought into this fold, as the Saviour said. - 

We have read before that the Gentiles should 
“come to thy light, and kings to the brightness of 
thy rising.”. The Saviour says he wiil bring them, 
and there shall be one fold and one shepherd. 

_“ Whose fan is in his hand, and he will thor- 
oughly purge his floor, and gather his wheat into 
the garner; but he will burn up the chaff with un- 
quenchable fire.” Matt. iii, 12. Here the Church 
is represented as a threshing-floor; and our Lord 
thoroughly purges it. But does he tear up the 
floor? -The fan is used. The floor is purged 
and remains. Hath God cast away his people? 
God forbid. The Church remains. - 
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It is in view of this, that the Saviour says to 
the disciples, (John iv, 37, 38,) “ Herein is that 
saying true, One soweth, and another reapeth. I 
sent you to reap that whereon ye bestowed no 
labour.” The field was cultivated before the 
time of the disciples. The patriarchs and proph- 
ets laboured, and the apostles entered into their 
labours. They desired to see oe day the pment 

saw, but saw it not. © 

“And I say unto you, that many shall come 
from the east, and from the west, and sit down 
with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom 
of heaven: but the children of the kingdom 
shall be cast out into outer darkness: there 
shall be weeping and gnashing = teeth. - a 
viii, 11, 12. . 

The phew “kingdom of heaven” in the above 
text must refer to’the Church, or the kingdom of 
heaven on earth. For, to apply it to the king- 
dom of heaven above, is to involve the text in 
an unanswerable difficulty. For in what sense, - 
then, are the “ children of the kingdom cast out ?” 
And to apply the phrase to the Church, as we 
necessarily must, then in the gospel dispensation 
we see many coming from the east and from the 
west, and sitting down in the Church with Abra- 
ham, Isaac, and Jacobs while the children of 
the kingdom—that is, the Jews, who were the 
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natural seed of Abraham—are cast out for their 
unbelief. This was the case. The Jews were 
broken off because of er unbelief : pit were 
cast out. - 

‘But the coming into the Church with Abra- 
ham, Isaac, and Jacob, is the point. How is 
this? If Christ destroyed the Church of Abra- 
ham, and established another, as the opponents 
of infant baptism say, I ask again, How is this? 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob could have had 
no connexion with the new Church which the 
Baptists say our Lord established, and conse- 
quently none in the new Church could sit with 
them. The only reasonable explanation then, 
of the above text is, that the kingdom was estab- 
lished of old; Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were in 
it. This kingdom endures; it is founded on a 
rock, built on the foundation of the “apostles and 
prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the chief cor- 
ner-stone.” The door of this Church was opened 
to the Gentiles, and many shall come from the 
east and from the west and sit down in this 
Church with the ancient worthies; while the 
proud Pharisees and unbelieving Jews shall be 
cast out. The Church, then, was not destroyed. 
The ancient worthies had their children in this 
kingdom with them. Shall those who come 
from the east and west bring theirs also? Why 
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not? The Lord says of infants, “Of such is the 
kingdom of heaven.” But what sign will they 
receive of their membership? They formerly re- 
ceived the same sign as their parents; shall they 
not have the same sign as their parents now? Let 
the Baptist reader think of this question for the 
present, while we further consider the continua- 
tion of the Abrahamic Church. 

“There was acertainhouseholder, which pk anted 
a vineyard, and hedged it round about, and digged 
a wine-press in it, and built a tower, and let it 
out to husbandmen, and went into afar country : 
and when the time of the fruit drew near, he sent 
his servants to the husbandmen, that they might 
receive the fruits of it. And the husbandmen 
took his servants, and beat one, and killed another, 
and stoned another. Again he sent other ser- 
vants more than the first: and they did unto 
them likewise.. But last of all, he sent unto 
them his son, saying, They will reverence my 
son. But when the husbandmen, saw the son, 
they said among themselves, This is the heir; 
come, Jet us kill him, and let us seize on his in- 
heritanee, And they caught him, and cast him 
out of the vineyard, and slew him. When the 
lord, therefore, of the vineyard cometh, what will 
he do unto those husbandmen? They say unto 
him, He will miserably destroy those wicked 
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-men, and will let out his vineyard unto other 
husbandmen, which shall render him the fruits in 
their seasons.—Jesus saith unto them, Therefore 
say I unto you, The kingdom of God shall be 
taken from you, and given to a nation bringing 
forth the fruits thereof.” Matt. xxi, 33-43, 

Let us look at this parable. The vineyard our 
Lord calls the kingdom of God—the Church, as 
organized in the days of Abraham. Hedged it 
about. “TI will curse him that curseth thee, and 
bless him that blesseth thee.” ~Built a tower for 
his watchmen, “ Digged a wine-press,” which 
Christ trod alone. He let it out to husbandmen 
—to the Jews. He sent his servants for fruit— 
his prophets. The Jews beat one, killed another, 
and stoned another. 

But last of all he sent his Son, even Jesus; and 
they cast him out and slew him. Now what 
shall be done with this vineyard? The Jews 
themselves said, He will destroy the husbandmen, 
and let out his vineyard unto other husbandmen. 
And the Saviour said, in the application of the 
parable, “ Therefore say I unto you, The kmgdom 
of God shall be taken from you, [Jews,] and 
given to a nation [the Gentiles] bringing forth 
the fruits in their seasons.” But the vineyard was 
not destroyed—“ not a stake thereof broken,” 
“neither a cord unloosed.” It was taken from 
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the Jews, and let out to the Gentiles. But what 
about the children; did the Gentiles bring their 
children into the vineyard? The Jews had theirs 
in the kingdom ; and Paul says, “There is no dif- 
ference between the Jews and the Greeks.” 
What do you say, my Baptist brother? The 
vineyard is not destroyed. The hedge is there 
still, a wall of fire, and the glory in the midst. 
The tower is there, and the watchmen are at their 
posts. The husbandmen are in the vineyard. 
O that they may-give to God the fruits in their 
season. This parable is unmistakable in its 
meaning. The words are specific, and the testi- 
mony is direct. And in no form of words could 
it be more clearly stated, that the Church of the 
gospel dispensation is the Jewish Church con- 
tinued. Certainly it would be a matter of pru- 
dence for the opponents of infant baptism to 
review their ground, and see by what authority 
they reject infants from this Church, and refuse 
them the sign of their membership ; for they were . 
in this Church, which has opened its door to the 
Gentiles, and received the same sign of member- 
ship as adults. 

The parable of the prodigal son, also shows 
clearly the identity of the Jewish with the Chris- 
tian Church. \The parable is too long for inser- 
tion in this place, but it is so familiar that a 
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reference to its different parts.will be sufficient for 
the reader, , 

The two sons represent the Jews and Gentiles. 
The house represents the Church. The wander- 
ing of the younger son shows the sin and profli- 
. gacy of the Gentiles. After a long time he re- 
turns. The Gentiles come into the Church, as in 
the case of Cornelius and other Gentiles. The 
older son would not: come into the house with 
the younger, but stood without. So the Jews 
were angry when the Gentiles came into the 
Church, and would not ‘remain in the Church 
with them. The father went. out and _ invited 
them in. So God by his gospel invited the Jews, 
“beginning at Jerusalem.” But the Jews stand 
without unto this day; while the younger son,.r 
the Gentiles, is clothed in the best robe, and is in 
his father’s house, where there is bread enough 
and to spare. This, all agree, is the meaning of 
the parable. But now let us look at the house. 
The older son, or the Jew, was at home in this 
house all the time the younger son, or the Gen- 
tile, was in the far country. Then the Gentiles 
came in, and the Jews went out. But the house 
remains the same, whether the Jew was in it, or 
the Gentile. All must see and feel this truth. 
The house was not thrown down. The Church 
of God remains. For our Saviour says this case 
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represents the kingdom of heaven. It can in no 
sense represent the kingdom of heaven above, 
and must, therefore, relate to the Church on earth. 
But in this Church infants received the same ex- 
ternal sign of membership as adults. By whose 
authority has this rite been taken from them? 
Let those most deeply interested answer. 

In the second chapter of Paul’s letter to the 
Romans he argues this question, while speaking 
of the casting off of the Jews, and the coming 
in, of the Gentiles. He speaks of the Church 
under the figure of an olive-tree. The Jews, the 
natural branches, who were broken off for their 
unbelief. The Gentiles were grafted in among 
the believing Jews, into this same olive-tree. 
This was the change. It was in the branches, and 
not in the root; for the Gentiles who came in 
among the believing Jews, partook of the “root 
and fatness of the tree.” And if the Jews con- 
tinue not in unbelief, they shall be grafted in again 
into the same olive-tree. The tree was not de- - 
stroyed. Therefore the Church remains the same, 
and the Jews shall return from their unbelief, and 
shall be grafted in again to this Church from 
whence they went out. And both Jews and 
Gentiles shall sit down together in this Church 
with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. But the Jews 
have their children in this kingdom. May the 
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Gentiles brin Zz theirs also into the Church? Paul 
says, “There is no difference between the Jew 
and the Greek.” The Church, then, remains the 
same in all ages,—not:one cord is broken, neither 
is one stake removed. And if our Lord has not 
excluded infants from this fold, they have a divine 
right to their place, as also to the sign of their 
membership. 

We might leave this first proposition here, hay- 
ing shown infants to be members of the Church, 
Si also proved the continuation of the Abrahamic 
Church into the Christian dispensation. We 
might leave this proposition until some one shall 
show that the great Teacher has rejected the lambs ¢ 
from the fold. But we can afford to do in this 


‘argument what in justice could not be required 


of us, and show not only that infants were ap- 
pointed members of the Church by divine author- 
ity at its organization, but that, in the days of 
our Lord’s incarnation, he most positively reaffirm- 
ed this right to infants. This fact we will show, 
and close our argument on this proposition. See 
Mark x, 18-16: “ And they brought young chil- 
dren to him, that he should touch them ; and his 
disciples rebuked those that brought them. But 
when Jesus saw it, he was much displeased, and said 
unto them, Suffer the little children to come unto 
me, and forbid them not: for of such is the king- 
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dom of God. Verily I say unto you, Whosoever 
shall not receive the kingdom of God as a little 
child, he shall not enter therein. And he took 
them up in his arms, put his hands upon them, 
and blessed them.” What did our Lord mean 
by this passage? In order to understand it our- 
selves, let us inquire, How would those parents and 
others, who heard the Lord speak these words, un- 
derstand them? These persons were Jews—mem- 
bers of the Church of Abraham. They never 
heard of a kingdom of God where there were no 
children. Themselves and their children belonged 
to this Church. They had heard John say, “.The 
kingdom of God is at hand.” The Saviour had 
said the same. All looked for its spreading glory 
to be revealed. They looked for no destruction 
of the Church; for no change in the classes of 
persons who should compose her membership. 
They, with these views, brought their children to 
Christ that he, the great Teacher, should touch 
them. Jesus took them in his arms and said, 
“Of such is the kingdom of God.” Could they 
understand him in any other way, than that chil- 
dren were to receive in the gospel dispensation 
the same advantages as they had in the Abra- 
hamic Church? They certainly could have under- 
stood our Lord in no other sense. The Saviour 
knew that the phrase “kingdom of God” was 
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applied to the Church on earth. He also knew 
that infants belonged to that kingdom in the 
Jewish age. And.if he designed to turn the 
lambs out of the fold, is this the way he would 
haye talked in the presence of this multitude? 
His language would have led them astray. But 
on what ground did our Lord rebuke the disciples? 
On the ground that infants had rights in the king- 
dom. “Of such is the kingdom.” And he took 
them up in his arms and blessed them. He said, 
Suffer the little children to come unto me, here 
on earth, in the kingdom below ; “for of such is 
the kingdom,” But it may be said that the phrase 
kingdom of God refers to heaven above. How 
much this view will help our opponents the intel- 
ligent reader must decide. It is an admission, at 
least, that in the higher and purer kingdom in- 
fants are members. And not merely members, 
but our Lord presents them as patierns for others. 
One might think if they are such exalted mem- 
bers of the kingdom above, they might have 
some humble place in the Church below. 

But there is another view to be taken of this, 
text. Is it true that the kingdom of heaven 
above is composed of such infants as Christ held 
in his arms? Here was flesh and blood. This 
of course could not be in the kingdom of heaven 
above. If one says, Christ referred to their souls, 
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we might ask, How do you know that? But 
suppose he did. We would ask, Were the souls 
of these infants in Christ’s arms such as are in 
the kingdom of heaven above? If these infants 
were depraved like others,—and we have no reason 
to suppose differently,—then it would seem that 
these infants were much better patterns for the 
earthly Church than the heavenly ; for here is the 
blood of the covenant to cleanse our souls and 
prepare us for the Church above. But allowing 
the phrase “kingdom of God” to apply to the 
Church on earth, it avoids all difficulties, and 
leaves infants, by the words of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, where they were by divine authority at 
first appointed—as members of the Church on 
earth. * 

This proposition being established, we shall 
proceed with this truth to the investigation of our 
second affirmation. ‘. 

Il. Infants, from the origin of the Church, have 
received by divine authority the same external 
sign of membership as adults; which sign at 
the first was circumcision—after ward baptism. 

In the preceding pages it has been already 
shown that infants were, at the origin of the 
Church, received as members, and by divine 
authority received the same external sign of their 
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membership as adults. But we deem it proper 
to refer to this point again, that this part of the 
subject may appear before the reader in this 
place, where it more fitly belongs. At the same 
time, we may observe that it is not denied by the 
Baptists that infants were members of the Abra- 
hamic Church at the first, and received cireum- 
cision, the divinely-appointed sign of Church- 
membership; but it is denied that they have 
the same right at present. Of course it will de- 
volve on those who take from infants the sign 
of their membership, to show their authority for 
so doing. But as much is done by our Baptist 
friends on this question by declamation, and very 
little by Scripture testimony, or sound argument, 
we will leave them with their assertions and de- 
nials, and endeavour, by the light of the Scripture, 
to trace along the history of the Church, and 
see if we can find where infants were rejected 
from the fold, or when the good Shepherd re- 
fused them the sign of their membership. In 
the seventeenth chapter of Genesis, we learn that 
Abraham was circumcised at ninety years old 
and nine, as a sign of his relation to the covenant, 
and as a seal of the righteousness of his faith. 
And all the males of his house were circumcised 
that same day ; Ishmael, being especially named, 
was thirteen years old when this organization 
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took place. And in the twenty-first chapter of 
Genesis it is said, ‘“ And Abraham circumcised 
his son Isaac, being eight days old, as God had 
commanded him.” Here it is clearly seen that 
infants received the same sign of membership as 
adults. From infancy to age there was but one 
external sign of membership, and that was cir- 
cumeision. “ And the uncircumcised man-child, 
whose flesh of his foreskin is not circumcised, 
that soul shall be cut off from his people ; he hath 
broken my. covenant.” Gen. xvii, 14. So it 
seems a child at eight days old could break a 
covenant, and forfeit a Church relation, in. the 
days when God first. established his kingdom on 
the earth. Does the Baptist. reader ask what 
good. it can do to baptize a child? This sign of 
Church-membership was equally important to 
infants and adults. And it was confirmed: again 
in the days of Moses: “ Moses gave unto you 
circumcision, not because it was of Moses, but of 
the fathers.” We need scarcely remark that this 
ordinance was. strictly observed in the Jewish 
Church until the opening of the gospel: dispen- 
sation, and was received by all the male children | 
of the Jews, as well as by all male prose- 
lytes received into the Church from heathen na- 
tions.. John the Baptist was a child of promise, 
and his parents “ were both righteous before God, 
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walking in all the commandments and ordinances 
of the Lord blameless.” Such parents, of course, 
would circumcise their son, for this was an ordi- 
nance in the Church in which Zacharias was a 
priest. But the father disbelieved the promise of 
the angel, and was struck dumb, while burning 
incense at the altar. “ And it came to pass that 
on the eighth day they came to circumcise the 
child,” and they wanted a name. [This seems a 
little like infant baptism. “Name this child,” 
says the administrator to the parents.] So 
“ they called his name Zacharias, after his father.” 
“« And his mother answered and said, Not so; but 
he shall be called John.” And his father “ asked, 
for a writing-table, and wrote, saying, His name 
is John. And his mouth was opened immedi- 
ately, and his tongue loosed, and he spake, and 
praised God.” Surely this good man was no Bap- 
tist, or he never could have been so blessed dur- 
ing the consecration of an infant. But he was 
blessed, and filled with the “Holy Ghost,” and 
prophesied. And what did he say? Did he 
talk of the destruction of the old Church, and 
the casting of infants out of the fold? Not so. 
But he prophesied, saying, “ Blessed be the Lord 
God of Israel, [yes, of Israel ;] for he hath visit- 
ed his people, and hath raised up a horn of 
salvation for us, in the house of his servant 
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David; to perform the merey promised to our. 
fathers, and to remember his holy covenant ; the 
- oath which he sware to our father Abraham, that 
he would grant unto us, that we, being delivered 
out of the hand of our enemies, might serve 
him without fear, in holiness and righteousness 
before him, all the days of our life”” Here is 
cireumcision as practised in the Church among 
the pious Jews; and it shows that inthe days of 
John, it was the sign of membership, the indue- 
tive ordinance of the Church of God. And it 
also shows that in its performance, God was him- 
self present, to open the mouth of the dumb, to 
cause the tongue to utter prophetic truth, and 
to fill the soul with the Holy Ghost. The hope 
of this good ‘man rested in the covenant of Abra- 
ham, of which circumcision was the sign, that 
God would save his Church from its enemies, and 
enable them to serve the Lord in the future, 
“without fear, in holiness and righteousness all 
the days of their life.” Will the Baptist reader 
say that circumcision was a carnal ordinance ? 

So of our Lord. “When eight days were ac- 
complished for the cireumcising of the child, his 
name was called Jesus, which was so named of 
the angel.” Paul also says he himself was “ cir- 
cumcised the eighth day.” 

This brings us to an important period in the 
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history of the Church. The gospel day now 
begins todawn. Now the Church may arise and 

“put on her beautiful garments.” Now she may 
“ arise and shine, for the glory of the Lord is riser 
upon her.” But is this the. last of infant mem- 
bership ?. Shall no parent’s heart again rejoice 
as he gives his child i in covenant relation to God 
and his Church? Shall the friends and_neigh- 
bours no more come in, as they did at the cir- 
cumcision of John and Jesus, to witness the 
consecration of the new-born lamb, as it takes 
its place in the fold of the good Sheplierd? But 
perhaps - -the Baptist reader says, Circumcision 
passed away at the opening of the gospel. dis-_ 
pensation. Granted. But the fold did not pass~ 
away. “Not one stake was remoyed, not. one 
cord. was broken.” The good Shepherd did not 
pass away ; for he is the “same yesterday, to-day, 
and forever.” The sheep did not pass away ; for 
the good Shepherd says, ‘‘ Other sheep I have, 
which are not of this fold: them .also I must 
bring ;—and there shall be one fold and one 
shepherd.” Circumcision is passed away; but 
has God thereby “ cast. off his people?” “God 
forbid!” If the good Shepherd saw fit, for his 
own honour, and the good of his flock, to change 
the mark, or the outward sign of their relation 
to himself, who shall infer therefrom that half 
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of the flock are turned out of the fold? The ~ 
Church is the same, and Christ is the same. 

- Allow for a moment that circumcision had con- 
tinued the inductive ordinance of the Church in the 
gospel dispensation; would there be any controversy 
as to the right of infantsto Church relation, and 
the sign of their membership? We presume not. 
But baptism is the inductive ordinance of the 
gospel dispensation. Have infants a right to this 
sign? O,no! says the Baptist reader. Baptism 
does not come in the place of circumcision. But 
we ask, Is not baptism the sign of Church-mem- 
bership—the inductive ordinance of the gospel 
dispensation? And this question the Baptists 
will answer in the affirmative. Why not, then, 
allow infants to receive the sign, inasmuch as 
Christ says of infants, “Of such is the kingdom — 
of heaven?” Our Baptist friends are very sensi- 
tive on this point, and put forth “‘ desperate efforts” 
to show that baptism does not come in the place 
of circumcision. The reason for this “ desperate 
effort” is very manifest: for if it should appear 
that at the coming of Christ circumcision was 
abrogated, and baptism appointed in its place, 
then it would follow, that as infants received the 
former, so they should receive the latter. And 
this proves infant baptism,—the very thing that 
the Baptists have set themselves to reject. 
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We do not claim that, in every particular, bap- 
tism answers to cireumcision ; for if this were the 
case, then had there been no need of a change. 
But that they agree in their leading characteristics, 
and that our Lord appointed baptism to serve the 
Church in the gospel dispensation, as circumcision 
had in the Jewish age, we shall endeavour to show. 
We are not particular how this thought is ex- 
pressed, for we are not disposed to contend about 
words. Ifthe Baptists do not admit baptism “in 
the place of circumcision,” but would prefer some 
other form of words to express the relation of the 
two ordinances, we shall not object. All that is 
essential to this argument is, that these two or- 
dinances answer to each other in each’ being ‘an 
inductive ordinance into the Church,—a sign of 
Church-membership, and also an outward sign 
of an inward grace, a sign of regeneration,—and 
that when circumcision ceased to be binding as 
an ordinance of the Church, baptism was divinely 
appointed. ‘These points are so clearly set forth 
in the Scripture, it would seem incredible that 
any sane man ever denied them. What difference, 
then, does it make whether we say “ baptism came 
in the place of circumcision,” or whether we say 
each had its own place in the Church? The facts 
are the same. Before Christ came, persons were 
received into the Church by circumcision ; after- 
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ward by baptism. To the Church before the com- 
ing of Christ, circumcision was the sign of regen- 
eration; but since the coming of Christ this office 
has been performed by baptism. And it is also 
a fact, that when circumcision was abrogated, 
’ baptism was divinely appointed. Now what effect 
can it have on this question for a Baptist to show 
points of difference, in some unimportant particu- 
lars, in these ordinances? A door of a house is 
removed, and a new one is added; but the new 
one differs from the old in many particulars. 
There is a difference in the wood of which they 
are constructed,—a difference in the size, in the 
finish, and also in the manner of opening. But the 
old door was the way of entrance into the build- 
ing. So is the new door the way of entrance into 
the same building. And it makes no difference 
with the facts, whether we say the new door comes 
in the place of the old one, or whether we say 
each door stands in its own place. But we do 
think it would be a horrible conclusion to say, 
Because the father has exchanged the old door 
for a new one, therefore all his children must be 
turned out of his house. The Church is the same 
in all ages; but at the coming of Christ there was 
a change in the ordinances. Baptism became the 
inductive ordinance of the Church by divine ap- 
pointment, and circumcision, by consequence, was 
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abrogated... This being the Case, which we shall 
presently proceed to show, it follows conclusively 
that the right of infants to Christian baptism in 
the present dispensation of the Church, is equally 
clear, as was their right to circumcision in. the 
Jewish age. Let us look, then, at the een 
on this point. 

1. The. ican asliala ings meal in the institu- 
— the Church at the coming of Christ, fur- 
nish the strongest: presumption. that baptism sus- 
tains the same spiritual relation. to the Church as 
did circumcision. kite 

_ There were three divinely-appointed ranean 
in the Chureh previous to the giving of the law, 
which is called. the law of Moses. These were 
the Sabbath, Circumcision, and the Passover. 
These institutions being previous to the law of 
Moses, did not depend upon that law for. their 
existence. To these institutions “the law was 
added,” ‘‘until the Seed should come.” And 
Christ was the end of this law for righteousness’ 
sake. But the passing away of the law of cere- 
monies did not remove these institutions from the 
Church, They existed by divine appointment before 
the law was added. They also survived its pass- 
ing away. They were changed, it is true, in their 
form ; but in each the original intent was preserved. 
Nor is this change a matter of wonder, It would 
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seem highly proper that, at the coming of Christ 
to his Church, such changes should take place 
in the outward ordinances of his Zion as should 
ever after show that the Lord i visited - 
temple. . 

Could any man expect that I esus, “in silcon 
dwelt all the fulness of the Godhead bodily”— 
“God manifest in the flesh,” would spend thirty- 
three years in his Church below, in person, and 
leave no mark by which he could be remem- 
bered? Certainly this could not be expected. 
But a change in the ordinances of the Church 
was necessary, not only for the honour of the 
Redeemer, but also for the good of his people. 
The ordinances of the Church, previous to 
the coming of Christ, were prospective. The 
paschal lamb was a type of Christ, and looked 
forward to a coming Saviour. Abraham re- 
ceived circumcision as a, sign and “seal of the 
righteousness of his faith” in a coming Saviour. 


e 


These ordinances of the Church looked forward, 


and saw the Redeemer coming, But when Christ 
had come, and suffered on the cross, there must 
of necessity be a change in the ordinances, that 
they might point back to his sufferings, and stand 


as memorials of our dying Lord. So our Lord 


said, “ Do this in remembrance of me.” And 
now let us look at the changes which took place 
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in the outward forms of the institutions of the 
Church at the coming of Christ. And 

(1.) Theday of the Sabbath was changed. The 
seventh day of the week was the Jewish Sabbath ; 
but in the gospel dispensation the first day of the 
week is the “ holy day.” Our Lord rose from the 
dead on the first day of the week ; and I suppose 
that all, Baptists as well as others, who observe 
the first day of the week as the Sabbath, will 
admit that that change is in honour of our Lord’s 
resurrection. Nor will it change the fact, if we say 
the Christian Sunday “ comes in the place” of the 
Jewish Sabbath ; although this form of expression 
may be very offensive to the Baptist reader, for 
fear that it may in some way affect the case of 
circumcision. But however this may be, one 
thing is certain.—the Christian Sunday, or first 
day of the week, is to the Church at present 
what the Jewish Sabbath, or seventh day, was to 
the Church of old; having this important addi- 
tional idea, that Christ has come, suffered and 
died, and rose from the dead on the first. day 
of the week, which we keep in honour of his 
resurrection. I ask, then, Is the Sabbath lost? 
And all answer, It isnot. And even the Baptists 
themselves, in enforcing the obligations to keep 
the first day of the week holy, quote the old 
Jewish scriptures in reference to the seventh day, 
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admitting thereby that they believe the Christian 
Sunday takes the place in the Church of the 
Jewish Sabbath. 

(2.) The Passover was a divinely-appointed or- 
dinance of the Jewish Church. It was celebrated 
by killing and eating the paschal lamb, which was 
a striking type of the Lamb of God. The eating 
of this lamb was not only in memory of their de- 
liverance from Egypt, but it also looked forward 
to Christ, the sprinkling of whose blood should 
wash away sin, and turn away the angel of 
death. In view of this Paul calls Christ “ our 
Passover, sacrificed for us.” 1 Cor. v, 7. Is this 
institution lost to the Church? Have we no 
paschal supper, no eucharistic feast? Yes, we 
have the true Lamb of God. The real eucharist 
is ours. “ For I say unto you,” said Jesus, at the 
last passover, “I will not any more eat thereof, 
until it be fulfilled in the kingdom of God.” The 
passover looked to the kingdom of God, or the 
gospel dispensation, for its fulfilment: so when’ 
they had finished the paschal supper, Jesus took 
bread and gave thanks, and said, “Eat ye all of 
this, for this is my body,”—the body of the real 
lamb of God,—* which is broken for you.” Like- 
wise he took the eup, and said, “ Drink ye all of 
this, for this is my blood.of the New Testament, 
which is shed for you.’ Here the passover, in 
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great tenderness and love, melts away in the pres- 
ence of Jesus into the sacrament of the Lord’s 
supper. The two forms of this ordinance met at 
the same table, and Jesus was there in person to 
preside. The passover had long looked forward 
for the Lamb of God, but now it saw him, The 
Master had come. The work of this sacrament, 
in the form of the passover, was now done; and 
hike Simeon it said, “Let thy servant depart in 
peace, for mine eyes have seen thy salvation.” 
But this sacrament, in the form of the Lord’s 
supper, went out from that solemn hour to tell 
the story of the cross. Two of these ancient in- 
stitutions of the Church, then, still live. When 
the Lord came, they put on their beautiful gar- 
ments, and stand now: in the Church to point to 
the eross of the Redeemer. Let us look after 
circumcision, and see if anything in the Church 
at present answers to it, as the Lord’s supper 
does to the passover. 

(3.) Circumcision was the inductive Sidinavs 
of the Church from Abraham to Christ, as we 
have clearly shown in another place. But at 
the coming of our Lord, who “is head over all 
things to the Church,” he appointed baptism as 
the inductive ordinance of the Church, in the 
gospel dispensation, and thereby abrogated cir- 
cumcision. The change in this ordinance was 
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equally\as necessary as the change in the ordinance 
above-mentioned, for circumcision was a prospec- 
tive ordinance. Abraham received it as a sign 
of faith in acoming Messiah. To receive it, then, 
after Christ had come would be to reject him, 
and look forward for another. So Paul says, “I 
testify unto you, if ye be circumcised, Christ shall 
profit you nothing.” Why? Because you thereby 
reject him, and look forward for another. All 
the ordinances of the Church point to Christ 
as the Saviour. Christ is the Sun of Righteous- 
ness. All eyes look unto him—* Looking unto 
Jesus.” And because circumcision looked for- 
ward, it must of necessity be changed, so as to 
point back to our Lord. This is done in baptism. 
“T believe that Jesus is the Christ,” is the lan- 
guage of those who seek baptism. Circumcision 
is abrogated; and if baptism does not serve the 
Church, as the inductive ordinance, the Church 
has no such ordinance in the gospel dispensation. 
For, certainly, the Lord’s supper is not an ini- 
tiatory ordinance, as it is often to be repeated: 
“ As often as ye eat this bread, and drink this 
cup, ye do show the Lord’s death till he come.” 
1 Cor. xi, 26. But baptism is the inductive 
ordinance of the Church, the Baptists themselves 
being judges. They call it “the door into the 
Church ;” and on this they found their doctrine 
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of “close communion.” Mr. Remington, speak- 
ing of baptism, in_his “ Reasons for becoming a 
Baptist,” page 5, says, “It is the visible line of 
separation between the world and Christ’s king- 
dom.” And our Lord says of infants, “ Of such 
is the kingdom.” I wonder if Mr. Remington 
would give this mark to infants? In the Abra- 
hamie Church, then, we find three sacred insti- 
tutions, previous to the law of Moses—the Sabbath, 
circumcision, and the passover. We find them 
also, at the coming of Christ, for the honour of the 
Master and the good of his disciples, passing into 
the Christian Sunday, Christian baptism, and. the 
Lord’s supper. The candid reader will clearly 
perceive in the changes which took place in the 
institutions of the Church at the coming of Christ, 
a strong presumption, that baptism takes the 
same spiritual relation to the Church as did cir- 
cumcision. 

2. Let us look at the leading points of corre- 
spondence in these sacraments of the Church, in 
further proof of this fact. It has already been 
observed, that these ordinances correspond in 
each being an initiatory ordinance of the Church,— 
the one in the Jewish age, the other in the gospel 
dispensation. Secondly, they correspond in each 
being a sign of a clean heart: “For he is nota 
Jew which is one outwardly—in the flesh: but he 
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is a Jew which is one inwardly; and circumcision 
is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the 
letter ; whose praise is not of men, but of God.” 
Rom. ii, 28, 29. This passage is too plain to need 
any remark, Every one can see that circumcision 
represents the work of the Spirit in the heart. So 
with baptism. “And now why tarriest thou? 
Arise, and be baptized, and wash away thy sins.” 
That is, to represent the washing away of sins. 
Here these ordinances answer to each other. 
Thirdly, each was a sign of faith. Abraham 
“received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the 
righteousness of the faith which he had yet being 
uncircumcised.” Rom. iv, 11. I suppose the Bap- 
tists will not ask for proof that baptism is a sien 
of faith, so long as they talk so much of believers’ 
baptism. But it is with baptism as it was with 
circumcision. In adults faith is required. “If 
thou believest with all thy heart, thou mayest,” 
was Philip’s language to the eunuch. Acts 
vill, 37. Fourthly, circumcision was a sign of pe- 
culiar relation to God. And “TI will be a God 
unto thee, and thy seed after thee,” is the lan- 
guage of the covenant of which circumcision is 
the sign and seal. “Only the Lord had a delight 
im thy fathers to love them, and he chose their 
seed after them, even you above all people, as it 
is this day. Circumcise therefore the foreskin of 
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your heart, and be no more stiff-necked.” Deut. 
x, 15, 16. 

Baptism, says Mr. Remington, is “the visible 
line of separation between the world and Christ’s 
kingdom.” This certainly ought to be good au- 
thority with the Baptists, for I quote from the 
eighth edition of his “Reasons for becoming a 
Baptist,” published by the Baptist Publication 
Society. Our Lord says, “He that believeth, and 
is baptized, shall be saved.” “Go ye therefore 
and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost.” This baptism is the initiatory rite of the 
Church, and a “line of separation between the 
world and Christ’s kingdom.” This Church, 
separated from the world, and “baptized into 
Christ,” the Apostle Peter calls ‘‘a chosen gener- 
ation, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a pecul- 
iar people; that ye should show forth the praises 
of him who hath called you out of darkness into 
his marvellous light.” Herein, then, do baptism 
and ¢ireumcision correspond. And in these points 
cireumceision served the Church of old, and bap- 
tism serves it at present. 

3. That baptism answers to circumcision we 
will further show, by the following scriptures: 
““Go ye therefore and teach all nations, baptizing 
them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
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and of the Holy (thost; teaching them to observe 
all things whatsoever I have commanded you.” 
Matt. xxviii, 19, 20. ‘Go ye into all the world, 
and preach the gospel to every creature. He that 
believeth and is baptized shall be saved.” Mark 
xvi, 15, 16. To understand the full import of 
this commission, let us notice the following he 
ticulars :— 

(1.) The Church is the same in all ages. lee 
cumcision was the initiatory rite, from its origin 
until the coming of Christ. The original design 
in establishing the Church was to bless all na- 
tions, as is clearly specified in the covenant. But 
hitherto its peculiar privileges had been confined 
to the Jews. Our Lord said of his personal min- 
istry, ‘I am not sent but unto the lost sheep of 
the house of Israel ;” and prohibited his disciples 
not only from preaching to the Gentiles, but from 
entering any city of the Samaritans. 

(2.) But the time had now come for this an- 
cient promise to be fulfilled. All nations were - 
now to be blessed. The supper was ready: the 
highways and hedges were now to be explored, 
and all the world were to be invited to the great 
supper of the Lamb. All nations, tongues, and 
people were to have equal privileges with the 
Jews; to come in, and take their places in the 
Church of God. 
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(8.) But by what external sign were they to be 
admitted? By baptism. This is positively ex- 
pressed in the commission—‘ Baptizing them in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost.” Moses reappointed circum- 
cision at the giving of the law; but our Lord 
does not reénact this sign of membership, but 
most positively appoints baptism in its room and 
stead. Circumcision passes away, and baptism 
becomes the inductive ordinance of the Church. 
Since, then, “if ye be circumcised, Christ shall 
profit you nothing,” what is more vain than 
for the Baptists to write and preach that the 
ordinance of Christian baptism does not serve 
the Church at present, as did the former ordi- 
nance of circumcision ? 

But let us also quote Gal. iii, 27-29: “ For as 
many of you as have been baptized inte Christ, 
have put on Christ. There is neither Jew nor 
Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is 
neither male nor female: for ye are all one in 
Christ Jesus. And if ye be Christ’s, then are ye 
Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the prom- 
ise.” On this text we ask attention to the fol- 
lowing :— 

(1.) This passage clearly shows that baptism 
answers {o circumcision in being the initiatory 
rite of the Church ; for as many as were baptized 
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into Christ “have put on Christ.” That is, bap- 
tism is the “outward sign of an inward grace,” 
and testifies that you have “Christ formed with- 
in”—that you have taken upon yourselves the 
profession of faith in Christ, and have entered 
into the Chureh by baptism; and as this office 
was previously performed by circumcision, baptism 
answers to that ordinance in this particular. 

(2.) This passage shows this same truth, by 
intimating points of difference wherein baptism 
has the advantage over circumcision. In baptism, 
“there is neither Jew nor Greek.” Why this 
expression ? Only that circumcision made a dis- 
tinction between Jews and Gentiles, and baptism 
makes none. In baptism there is “neither bond 
nor free ;”? in circumcision there was a difference. 
In baptism “there is neither male nor female ;” 
but circumcision made a distinction between 
males and females. Now we appeal to the can- 
did reader, if it is not manifestly clear in this 
passage, that the apostle speaks of baptism fol- 
lowing circumcision as an ordinance of the’ 
Church, pointing out at the same time those par- 
ticulars wherein it offers greater privileges to the 
world ? 

(3.) But “if ye be Christ’s,” by baptism, “then 
are ye Abraham’s seed,” which was cirewmcised, 
“and heirs according to the promise.” This 
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promise was sealed by circumcision; how, then, 
could baptism claim that promise, unless it was 
put by the great Head of the Church in the place 
of circumcision? Allow this truth, and the text 
is plain, and the references in it are easy and 
natural; but reject this fact, and its beauty is de- 
faced, and its references are unintelligible. 

Let us also look at Col. ii, 10-12: “And ye 
are complete in him, which is the head of all 
principality and power: in whom also ye are 
circumcised with the circumcision made without 
hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the 
flesh by the circumcision of Christ: buried with 
him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with 
him, through the faith of the operation of God, 
who hath raised him from the dead.” In this 
text baptism and circumcision are made to answer 
to each other by the apostle, in being alike a rep- 
resentative of a completeness in Christ. How 
were they completed? By circumcision— by 
baptism, Here the sign is taken for the thing 
signified—a very common mode of Scripture 
teaching. But the correspondence of the ordi- 
nances is clearly seen in both representing the 
same thing—a completeness in Christ. But 
(2.) “In putting off the body of the sins of the 
flesh by the circumcision of Christ—buried with 
him in baptism.” Here the apostle manifestly 
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calls baptism the circumcision of Christ. As cir- 
cumcision was formerly in the Church an induc- 
tive ordinance, and a sign of a clean heart; and 
as Christ abrogated circumcision by appointing 
baptism for this very purpose, baptism might, 
with the greatest propriety, be called the cireum- 
cision of Christ. If the apostle did not design 
thus to express the relation of these ordinances to 
each other, and also their relation to the Church, 
his words, in this passage, are highly calculated to 
mislead; for there is no other reasonable inter- 
pretation that can be put upon them. To justify 
this expression, I will introduce here the comment 
of Mr. Carson on this text. In his large work 
on baptism, page 229, he says: “This passage 
clearly shows us what came in the room of cir- 
cumcision. The circumcision made without, came 
in the room of circumcision made with hands; 
the putting off the body of the sins of the flesh, 
came in the room of the cutting off the foreskin ; 
the circumcision of Christ came in the room of 
the circumcision of Moses. All Christians are 
circumcised in heart, as all Jewish males were 
circumcised in the flesh.” So Mr. Carson has 
found a substitute for circumcision, aside from 
Christian baptism ; and perhaps his admirers will 
have no more trouble with this text. But let us 
look at the consequences of this explanation : 
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perhaps they may be as fearful even as infant bap- 
tism. Mr. Carson certainly would not say that one 
thing came in the room of another, and that both 
were present and in force at the same time. This 
would be too ridiculous, even for his side of this 
important question. But the “circumcision of 
the heart’—the “putting off the body of the 
sins of the flesh,” Mr. Carson says, “came in the 
room of the circumcision of Moses.” Until cir- 
cumceision passed away, then, according to Mr. 
Carson, there was no circumcising of hearts—no 
“putting off the body of sins.” This certainly 
is horrible! No wonder that “prophets and 
kings” desired to see the day of the Lord Jesus. 
Mr. Carson’s biographer says of him :— zs 


.“ He was a warrior in the Christian field, 
Who never saw the sword he could not wield.” 


He was, undoubtedly, a terrible man with a 
sword; and it is wel! for the inhabitants of the 
old world that his sword happened not to be the 
“sword of the Spirit.” If it had been, they must 
all have perished with uncircumcised hearts, and 
gone to eternal ruin with the body of their sins. 
But Mr. Carson’s sword in this case had neither 
edge nor power. The Apostle Paul was able to 
find some of the brightest examples of faith among 
the ancient worthies, who lived and died during 
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the time of the circumcision of Moses. Mr. Car- 
son’s effort on this text only shows how difficult 
it is to make the word of God speak differently 
from the design of the Spirit. But Mr. Carson 
was not always so far out of the way; for he says 
on the same page, “ Circumcision and baptism 
correspond in meaning. They both relate to the 
removal of sin—the one by cutting, the other by 
washing.” But I suppose Mr, Carson, though he 
made this admission of the correspondence of 
these ordinances, would not have gone as far as 
Justin Martyr, one of the earliest fathers of 
the Church, who said on this subject: “ We 
Gentiles have not received that cirewmceision ac- 
cording to the flesh, but that which is spiritual— 
and moreover, for indeed we were sinners, we have 
received this in baptesm, through God’s mercy ; and 
it is enjoined on all to receive it in like manner.” 

“If, then,” as Mr. Watson observes, “ we bring 
all these considerations under one view, we shall 
find it sufficiently established that baptism is the 
sign and seal of the covenant of grace under its 
perfected dispensation ; that it is the grand initia- 
tory act by which we enter into this covenant in 
order to claim all its spiritual blessings, and to 
take upon ourselves all its obligations; that it 
was appointed by Jesus Christ in a manner which 
plainly put it in the place of circumcision; that 
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it is now the means by which men become Abra- 
ham’s spiritua] children, and heirs with him of 
the promise, which was the office of circumcision 
until ‘the Seed,’ the Messiah, should come; and 
that baptism is, therefore, expressly called by St. 
Paul ‘the circumcision of Christ,’ in a sense which 
can only import that baptism has now taken the 
place of the Abrahamic rite.” é 

Let us now devote a little space to the difficul- 
ties and objections started by the Baptists to this 
relation of baptism to circumcision. And 

1. It is asked, “If baptism. succeeds in the 
place of circumcision, how came it that both of 
them were in full force at the same time ?” 

It would be a sufficient answer to this difficulty 
simply to say, They were not in full force at the 
same time, But for fear the Baptists may con- 
sider it a want of respect, we will remark a little 
more at length, and not dismiss this objection in so 
summary a manner. Circumcision was divinely 
- appointed as the initiatory ordinance of the Church, 
and must consequently have been in full force until 
it was abrogated by divine authority, or another 
appointed in its place. This was not done until 
the giving of the great commission ; and then bap- 
tism by divine appointment, became the inductive 
ordinance of the Church, and circumcision ceased 
to be binding.. Baptism was not in force, as an 
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initiatory rite, previous to the commission ; nor was 
circumcision in force after it. The baptisms ad- 
ministered previous to the commission, as in the 
case of John’s baptism, were unto repentance, 
and were not considered as gospel baptism; and 
hence were repeated after the giving of the great 
commission, as is seen in Acts xix, 5. And as to 
circumcision being in full force after the commis- 
sion, it is so far from being true, that it was posi- 
tively forbidden. “If ye be circumcised,” says 
Paul, “Christ shall profit you nothing.” But it 
is alleged that Paul circumcised Timothy. “But 
for what reason? “Because of the Jews which 
were in those quarters: for they knew all that 
his father was a Greek.” Acts xvi, 3. The pre- 
sumption is, if circumcision had ‘been in full 
force, Paul would have circumcised Timothy, not 
“because of the Jews,” but because God had 
commanded it. Timothy’s circumcision involved 
no obligation. It was simply a yielding to the 
prejudices of the Jews, according to Paul’s rule. 
of expediency. Any other view would set the 
apostle at war with himself. This objection fails, 
then, just because it affirms what is not true. 

2. Objection. “Tf circumcision and baptism 
were each a sign of Church-membership, why 
were those previously circumcised baptized after 
the coming of Christ?” The answer to this is 
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easy: circumcision and baptism were not only 
signs of membership in the Church, but they were 
also signs of faith in Christ. He who received 
circumcision believed Christ would come; he that 
received baptism believed Christ had come. In 
this sense, the same person might receive both 
ordinances with the greatest propriety. There is 
no force in this objection. 

3. It is alleged that there are many points 
of difference between circumcision and baptism ; 
and, therefore, baptism does not come in the place 
of circumcision. This is a favourite objection with 
the Baptists. Some of their writers have gath- 
ered up these points of difference, and set them 
down in order, and infer from each that the 
ordinances have no relation to each other; draw 
a general conclusion from a particular premiss ; 
and, perhaps, in the next sentence talk of logic 
and sound argument. Now, that there are points 
of difference, we most cheerfully admit. And it 
is these points of difference that made the change 
necessary. Had there been no difference, then 
one would have answered as well as the other, 
and there would have been no change. But while 
we admit that there are points of difference, it is 
also manifest, that in their leading characteristics 
they answer to each other. This we have abun- 
dantly proved in another place. And even Mr. 


84 A PLEA FOR INFANT BAPTISM. 


Carson says they correspond to each other. “They 
both relate to the removal of sin; the one by 
cutting, the other by washing.” 

What, then, is the force of this objection, which 
rests on no other foundation than the unimportant 
points of difference in these ordinances; which 
points of difference only make the change neces- 
sary for which we plead? We have, then, in this 
argument, these two facts clearly sustained. 

(1.) That infants are, by divine appointment, 
members of the visible Church, and down to the 
coming of Christ received circumcision, the com- 
mon sign of membership both for infants and 
adults. ° 

(2.) That in the changes which took place in the 
ordinances of the Church at the coming of Christ, 
baptism was appointed to sustain the same spirit- 
ual relation to the Church as did circumcision. 

We shall now proceed more directly to inquire 
if infants received baptism—this newly-appointed 
sign, which Paul calls “the circumcision of Christ.” 
But we may observe, before we enter upon this 
feature of the subject, that the mind of the 
reader, who has paid attention to these points in 
this argument, is now prepared to receive infant 
baptism, unless he shall find it forbidden, either 
by Christ or his apostles. He sees the Church the 
same in both dispensations. He sees no change 
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in the covenant on which it stands, which is God’s 
promise sealed by circumcision first; afterward by 
baptism. He sees infants receiving circumcision, 
the first ordinance of the Church, by divine com- 
mand, in common with adults. He also sees a 
necessity for a change in this inductive ordinance, 
and hears our Lord command and appoint baptism 
to be henceforth the visible sign of discipleship 
in his Church. Any other conclusion, than that 
infants are to receive this new sign as they did 
the old, is unnatural, far-fetched, and unsound. 
But fs Baptist reader at this point, perhaps, may 
say, We want no arguments on “ positive institu- 
tions ;” we want express words. This is equal to 
saying, If the Lord does not command in stch 
manner as we think befitting, we will not regard 
him. This is the great forte of the Baptists on this 
question: away with all arguments—away with 
all inferences. This position of the Baptists sub- 
jects them to the just ridicule even of children. 
Tt is at war with every principle of government, 
either human or divine. It is at war with the 
first principles of common-sense. It is at war with 
the practice of the Baptists themselves. And if 
they will allow an inference, I will say, It reduces 
rational man to the level of the unthinking brute, 
and takes from him the privilege of drawing 
a conclusion. For further remarks on this point 


86 A PLEA FOR INFANT BAPTISM. 


we refer the reader to the answer to the first objec- 
tion in the last part of this argument. 

We have already noticed the religious conse- 
eration of infants at the opening of the gospel 
dispensation. The heart of Zacharias was filled 
with love and praise, and his tongue loosed to tell 
the goodness of God to his Church, when he pre- 
sented John in holy circumcision to God. But 
circumcision ceased as the inductive ordinance of 
the Church, and baptism was divinely appointed 
for that purpose. And that infants actually re- 
ceived baptism, this new sign of membership, in 
common with adults, is clearly manifest from the 
following considerations :— 

1. To have rejected infants from Christian bap- 
tism, would have been to take unwarrantable lib- 
erty with the covenant which God made with his 
Church. 

This covenant was strictly commanded: “Thou 
shalt keep my covenant,” is the language of the 
“Most High.” God calls this covenant “my | 
covenant.” Who, then, had a right to change it ? 
Certainly none but God himself. It is only, then, 
necessary to inquire what changes God has made 
in this covenant, and the subject is clear; for all 
parts of it not altered by God himself, must re- 
main as when it was first established. The Lord 
Jesus, “in whom dwelleth all the fulness of the 
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Godhead bodily,” did, in the great commission, 
change the outward sign of this covenant, and in- 
stead of saying, Circumcise all nations, he said, 
“ Baptize all nations in the name of the Father, 
and. of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” This is 
all the change God has ever made in this cove- 
nant since the day that “God went up from Abra- 
ham.” Now in this covenant it is a particular 
stipulation that infants should be visibly recog- 
nised in this holy corporation. Indeed, the cove- 
nant was established with infants: “But my 
covenant will I establish with Isaac.” And to 
have refused baptism, the visible sign of relation- 
ship to this holy corporation, to infants, would 
have been to act not only without law, but direct- 
ly against the law of the covenant. But as the 
apostles were law-abiding, and followed the teach- 
ings of our Lord, even unto death, it cannot be 
that they took upon themselves, without authority, 
to cast the lambs out of the fold. And, there- 
fore, infants received baptism, the common sign 
of the covenant, and of Church. relation in the 
gospel dispensation. 

But to this view the Baptists object, that the 
law of baptism requires faith; and as infants can- 
not believe, they must not be baptized. But this 
objection is wholly neutralized by the 'fagt. that 
circumcision, the common sign for infanis and 
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adults, required faith also. Abraham received it 
as a sign of his faith. And it not only required 
faith, but obedience; for it made them “ debtors 
to do the whole law.” And yet circumcision, 
with all its obligations, was perfectly appropri- 
ate for infants, the Lord himself being judge. 
Surely the Baptists have very tender consciences 
on this subject: they refuse baptism to infants, 
because it requires faith of adults. 

2. If infants did not receive baptism as the 
outward sign of their relation to God and his 
Church, then they were left without any sign at 
all; and it is morally certain that this would have 
been urged by the Judaizing teachers as a reason 
for the continuing of circumcision as an ordiriance 
in the Church. 

Now, if infants were not allowed to receive 
baptism, the newly-appointed sign of Church re- 
lation, then was over one-half of the Church cut 
off from Church-membership by the abrogation 
of circumcision; and a class, too, which was 
guilty of no wrong—the very class which our 
Lord presents as the pattern for his disciples. 
The Judaizing teachers followed the apostles, and 
taught the people that they should “be éircum- 
cised, and keep the law of Moses;” and many 
who embraced the gospel, having strong Jewish 
prejudices, listened with approbation to their 
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teachings. Peter himself was blamed on this 
question, and- Barnabas was led away by his in- 
fluence; but Paul contended earnestly for the 
true faith, and thus the controversy waxed strong 
on this subject. No question caused half the dis- 
pute in the early Church as did circumcision. 
_ Now to suppose that there was such a conse- 
quence pending, as the cutting off of over one- 
half of innocent members of the Church by the 
abrogation of circumcision, and it was never 
mentioned or referred to in the controversies, 
is to suppose a moral impossibility. This is 
the very point that would have first been 
seized in every convention, in every discussion, 
by the advocates of circumcision. Its abrogation 
cuts off our children. The promise is to us and 
our children; the abrogation of circumcision 
makes void the promise. Let any one read the 
fifteenth chapter of the Acts of the Apostles, and 
he cannot but be convinced, if such consequences 
had been pending, they would have been men- 
tioned. They argued the continuance of circum- 
cision from the law of Moses, and said, “ Except 
ye be circumcised, ye cannot be saved ;” but not 
one word, or intimation, that its abrogation would 
leave infants out of the Church, without the cove- 
nant sign. There is only one way to account for 
their silence, and that is, that Christian baptism 
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was administered to infants as the sign of their 
visible relation to God and his Church, and thus 
saved them from this fearful consequence. Nor 
will it do for the Baptists to say that these con- 
sequences might have been mentioned, and not 
recorded ; for it is asking too much to suppose 
that St. Luke, in writing the history-of this mat- 
ter, would give their weaker arguments, and. pass 
unnoticed one of such strength. But, moreover, 
if the Baptists have a night to presume that these 
things were said and done by the Judaizing 
teachers, we have an equal right to presume that 
Paul, ever “ valiant for the truth,” disputed them, 
and showed that the abrogation of circumcision 
had no injurious effect on the rights of infants, 
as Christian baptism was administered to them 
as the divinely-appointed sign of their relation to 
God and his Church. 

3. If infants were not allowed Christian bap- 
tism, and thereby lost their visible relation to the 
Church, there is no rational way of accounting 
for the silence of the apostles, parents, and wicked 
Jews on this question, 

In order to a proper view of this feature of the 
subject, we must remember that the Church of 
Abraham was continued into the dispensation of 
the gospel, as is abundantly proved in the former 
part of this argument; and if infants have not a 
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right to Christian baptism, they lost their visible 
relation to the Church when baptism became the 
inductive ordinance in the place of circumcision. 
This would cut off more than one-half the mem- 
bers of the Church; and that very portion, too, 
which was most unoffending ; and which our Lord 
not only declares to be members of his kingdom, 
but presents them as patterns for others to imi- 
tate. Now, to suppose that all this was done 
without one word of inquiry, or complaint, or 
censure, is to suppose an absurdity. There are 
certain principles which govern human actions ; 
and the history of the apostolic age shows that 
men acted then as now. The apostles asked 
questions of our Lord, on matters great and 
small. They sought to know, in private, of doe- 
trines and parables which were mysterious in his 
public discourses. They sometimes asked ques- 
tions prompted by ambition; as, “ Who shall be 
greatest in the kingdom of heaven?” Sometimes 
by curiosity ; as, “ What shall this man do?” So 
familiar were the disciples with the Master, that 
they talked with great confidence, as persons in 
secret counsel; and at the conclusion Jesus said, 
“See that ye tell no man, until mine houris come.” 
These disciples were all Jews, and raised in the 
Church of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. They 
had neyer heard of a Church which admitted 
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parents and excluded their children ; and to sup- 
pose that these disciples, so intimate with their 
Master, would stand by and see all infants lose 
their visible relation to the Church, and never 
speak of the matter, either to the Lord himself or 
to each other in private, is to suppose a moral 
impossibility. These apostles, too, were to be the 
executors of this scheme of excision, if any such 
existed—and all passed off without even a word 
from the Master, or a question from the apostles. 
Impossible ! 

But where were the pious parents who followed 
our Lord, and brought their children that they 
might receive his blessing? Is there any way 
of accounting for their silence on a question 
that appealed so directly to their parental affec- 
tions? These parents had all along belonged to 
God’s Church, with their children. They had 
consecrated their children to God and his Church 
by circumcision, according to the covenant, by 
which the Church was first established. “The 
promise is to you and your children.” Is it pos- 
sible, in the nature of things, that these parents 
would all stand and see their unoffending off- 
spring pass out of the Church, and lose their 
visible relation to God and his covenant, and 
never ask one word of explanation concerning 
this wonderful change in the membership of the 
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Church—never send forth one sigh of regret, nor 
allow one murmur-to escape their lips? Was 
there no Rachel then to weep for her children, 
and would not “be comforted because they were 
not?” Was there no David, then, to mourn for 
Absalom, and say, “ O my son, my son, would 
God I had died for thee?’ Was there no Abra- 
ham, then, to pray for his offspring, and say, 
“O that Ishmael might live before thee?” No. 
If the Baptists are correct, there were none like 
these. All infants were cut off from the Church 
at the coming of Christ, and no parent.to pray! 
no parent to mourn! and no parent in all Israel, 
even to ask an explanation! Impossible. 

But if infants were refused Christian baptism, 
and thereby lost their visible relation to God and 
his Church, how can we account for the silence 
of our Lord’s enemies on this question ? 

The rulers of the Jews saw the people leaving 
the Jewish altars, and flocking to hear the Great 
Teacher; and they said, What shall we do? If 
we let him alone the world will go after him. 
What would have been more natural than for 
their orators to have appealed to the parental 
affections of the people, and said, He cuts off 
your children; he makes void the promise, 
“The promise is to you and your children ;” this 
man excludes your children from the fold, and 
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cuts them off from the covenanted mercies of 
God? And what would have been more effectual 
with the multitude? They would have said in 
reply to such an appeal, We will return to our 
Jewish altars, for then it was better with us than 
now. All these absurdities naturally follow the 
baseless assumption of the Baptists that, at the 
coming of Christ, infants were refused baptism, 
the divinely-appointed sign of Church-member- 
ship, and thereby lost their visible, relation to 
God and his Church. But, allow infants to 
have continued members of the visible Church, 
and to have received baptism, the common sign 
of Church-membership, the apostles would, say 
nothing, for they knew infants from the days of 
Abraham had received the same external rite as 
adults; the parents would say nothing, for Jesus 
applied the promise to them and their children ; 
and the rulers of the Jews could say nothing, 
for the Church in the time of Christ and his 
apostles received infants, as it had from the be- 
ginning. 

4. If infants were not allowed Christian bap- 
tism, the words of Christ and his apostles were 
calculated in the highest degree to mislead, when 
they referred to the children of unbelieving par- 
ents: “And they brought young children to 
him, that he should touch them ; and his dis- 
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ciples rebuked those that brought them. But 
when Jesus saw it; he was much displeased, and 
said unto them, Suffer the little children to come 
unto me, and forbid them not, for of such is 
the kingdom of God. Verily I say unto you, 
Whosoever shall not receive the kingdom of God 
as a little child, he shall not enter ssa w 
Mark x, 18-15. 

On —_ ‘text’ we vii the flowing shane 
tions :— 

1. Infants were members of the Church at the 
coming of Christ, and received the same com- 
mon sign of this relation as adults. Our Lord 
is now either to continue their Church relation, 
or he is to cut them off. Which does he do in 
this passage? What impression were these words 
calculated to make on the minds of those who 
heard them? According to the Baptist view, in- 
fants are to be cut off from the Church, of which 
they had been members from the days of Abra- 
ham. Our Lord is to do this work, for none 
other has the power. He here introduces the 
ease, and what a beginning for such a work! 
“ Suffer the little children to come unto me, and 
forbid them not, for of such is the kingdom of 
God.” Tf infants had never before been recog- 
nised as members of the Church, this would in- 
troduce them imto that relation and secure to 
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them the ordinance of baptism, especially if Mr. 
Remington is correct in saying that baptism is 
“ the visible line of separation between the world 
and Christ’s kingdom.” But when we consider 
that infants had been members of the kingdom 
of God ever since that kingdom had been estab- 
lished on the earth, the words of our Lord could 
have but one meaning, and produce but one im- 
pression on the minds of those who heard them, 
and that is, that he recognised infants as mem- 
bers of his Church in the gospel dispensation. 
If this were not the case, his words in this text 
are highly caleulated to mislead. 

2. But the Baptists say the phrase “ silt 
of God” relates to the kingdom of heaven above. 
Let us for a moment suppose it does. Does our 
Lord, therefore, in this text expel them from the 
kingdom of heaven on earth? I would ask our 
Baptist friends, if this is not arguing by inference 
on positive institutions? And such an inference ! 
I think those parents would have drawn a con- 
clusion directly the reverse of this. If they un- 
derstood our Lord to speak of heaven above, they 
would have received it as an additional pledge 
that their children were not only to continue 
members of the Church on earth ; but, that they 
should also be members of heaven above, But 
our Lord makes this fact the ground of the re- 
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buke which he gave his disciples :. “Of such is 
the kingdom of God.” “And this the disciples 
knew very well, if our Lord refers to the king- 
dom below; for they knew that from Abrabam’s 
time infants had been members of this kingdom. 
But if Jesus referred to the kingdom above, his 
rebuke would lose its point, as the disciples 
did not know so well the membership of the 
upper kingdom, ° 

But the Baptists take another turn on this 
text, and say the word “such” does not refer to 
the infants, but to adults, who are like infants, 
“such like.” It will be seen that this turn cuts 
infants off from both kingdoms; and it is only 
adults who become like .infants who get into 
either kingdom. Worse and worse. But our 
Lord says, “Suffer the little children to come unto 
me, and forbid them not, for of such is the king- 
-dom of God.” That is, by the Baptist rule of 
interpretation, Suffer infants to come unto me, 
and forbid them not, for adults are of the king- 
dom of God. But after all the efforts of the 
Baptists to siletiee the voice of this text, it test- 
ifies clearly of the rights of infants in the gospel 
dispensation to membership in the Church; and 
if this was not the intention of the Great Teacher, © 
these words are highly calculated to mislead. 

“And Jesus took # child and set him by 
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him, and said unto them, Whoever shall receive 
this child in my name, receiveth me; and who- 
soever shall receive me, receiveth him that sent 
me.” Luke ix, 47,48. Whatever be the design 
of this passage, one thing is certain : if our Lord 
designed to cut infants off from Church relation, 
this was a singular way to commence the work. 
Our Baptist friends will certainly acknowledge 
this. No person would ever mistrust that in this 
text the Saviour was removing: children from the 
arms of the Church, and cutting them off from 
the sign of their membership. And yet this was 
his work, if our Baptist friends are right; for at 
the coming of Christ, they say they lost their 
visible relation to the kingdom. But so far from 
the words of the text intimating any such thing, 
the passage teaches directly the reverse. “¢ Who- 
soever shall receive this child in my name.” Will 
the Baptist reader answer in his own mind as 
he reads along this page? How do the Baptist 
Churches receive infants in the name of Christ? 
Do you say they pray for them in the name of — 
Christ? That will not answer the text. They 
pray for heathen nations in the same way. Do 
you say they instruct them? So they instruct 
common adult sinners in the same way. But 
Mark, speaking of this same case, says, chap. 
ix, 36, that Christ took this child in his arms, and 
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undoubtedly he was too small to receive much 
instruction. Whatever the exact meaning of this 
text is, we most certainly can agree, that if our 
Lord intended to exclude infants from the Church, 
and deprive them of the sign of their member- 
ship, his expressions in this text were calculated 
to mislead, for the Jews would understand him 
to mean directly the contrary. 

But this passage has a meaning, and to under- 
stand what it is, we may derive some assistance 
from. another text, wherein our Lord expresses 
himself in nearly the same words: “ He that re- 
ceiveth you, receiveth me; and he that receiveth 
me, receiveth him that sent me.” Matt. x, 40. 
These words are spoken to the disciples, and 
whoever receiveth them, receiveth him that sent 
them ; for “Lo, I am with you alway.” But to 
receive a disciple simply as a.stranger, and lodge 

‘and feed him, would not be receiving him in the 
sense of the text; for in doing this, he does no 
more for the disciple than he should do for any 
stranger; but he must be received as a disciple— 
received for the sake of Christ, and in the name 
of Christ: “For whosoever shall give you a cup 
of water to drink in my name, because ye belong 
to Christ, verily I say unto you, he shall not lose 
his reward.” The virtue of the action rests in re- 
ceiving the disciple as belonging to Christ. Herein 
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is Christ honoured, and not the disciple. He that 
receiveth the disciple for Christ’s sake, and listens 
to him for Christ’s sake, receives Christ with him; 
and he that receiveth Christ as the sent of God, 
receiveth also the Father that sent him. The 
whole, then, depends on receiving the disciple in 
his appointed relation to Christ. 

So whosoever receiveth this child in my name, 
receiveth me. Wherein does the peculiar virtue 
of this act lie ?—a virtue so peculiar, that the Say- 
iour with his Father is received by those who 
thus receive a little child. This virtue must con- 
sist in receiving the child in view of its appointed 
relation to Christ; and thus the child is received, 
not in its own name, but in the name of Christ, 
the Lord. What is this appointed relation which 
the child sustains to the Lord Jesus? A member 
of his kingdom. This relation was established 
by the covenant, and made visible by the ordi- 
nance which he received in common with adults. 
That ordinance was removed and baptism ap- 
pointed by our Lord as the visible sign of Church 
relation; and if our Lord designed to cut off in- 
fants from the Church, and take from them the 
external sign of their membership, this text was 
terribly caleulated to mislead all, but especially 
the Jews. 

Then Peter said unto them, “ Repent, and be 
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baptized every one of you, in the name of Jesus 
Christ, for the remission of sins, and ye shall re- 
ceive the gift of the Holy Ghost. For the promise 
is unto you, and to your children, and to all that 
are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God 
shall call.” Acts ti, 38, 39. 

If infants were to be excluded from the visible 
Church, and lose the external sign of their mem- 
bership, here is another passage highly calculated 
to mislead ; for nothing is more certain, than that 
- the Jews would understand this text directly the 
reverse. That the promise in this text compre- 
hends both parents and children, and was de- 
signed to secure baptism to each, is clearly mani- 
fest :— 

(1.) From. its resemblance to the covalent 
(Gen. xvii, 7,) where God promised “ to be a God 
unto nae and to thy seed after thee ;” and this 
resemblance is too circumstantial not to have 
been designed. First, they agree in both standing 
in connexion with an ordinance by which persons 
were admitted into the Church—one with cir- 
cumcision, the other with baptism. The promise 
is to “ thee and to thy seed ;” therefore be circum- 
cised. The promise is “unto you and to your 
children ;” therefore be baptized. -Secondly, the 
resemblance in phraseology is no less striking. 
Let. the reader look at this resemblance, and 
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remember that circumcision followed the first, and 
baptism the last. “ Unto thee, and to thy seed,” 
followed by circumcision. “Unto you, and to 
your children,” followed by baptism. Now, this 
correspondence was either accidental, or it was 
designed. If it was accidental, it was certainly 
a terrible accident for the Baptists. If it was 
designed by Peter, then it settles the question. I 
trust no Baptist will say that the above resem- 
blance was accidental ; for they are in the habit 
of saying, that God in his providence has taken 
great care of their side of this question; and to 
say that there are accidents in the Holy Scriptures, 
would lead to consequences even worse than infant 
baptism. I think, then, we may safely say that 
Peter, under the influence of the Holy Ghost, 
designed to so ftame this sentence as to make it 
exactly chime in, through all its parts and cir- 
cumstances, with the covenant made with Abra- 
ham. And what did he design this resemblance 
for? -He certainly designed it for one of two 
purposes: either to mislead the Jews; or to lead 
them and their children to Christian baptism, as 
an ordinance of the Lord Jesus. For how would 
the Jews understand Peter’s words? There could 
have been but one mind among them on this 
point. The practice of the Church for centuries 
had made them familiar with the fact that infants 
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received the same inductive ordinance of the 
Church as did» adults; and the Church had 
founded the right of infants to, the ordinance on 
the very passage which Peter here quotes. And 
to suppose that these Jews would understand this 
promise, which had from the beginning received . 
their infants, in common with themselves, as now 
excluding them, is to suppose that they put a 
construction on tliis promise entirely forced and 
unnatural. But the Baptists, struggling to sup- 
port themselves in their difficulty, of course must 
say something on this text; and what is it? 
Why, they say the promise of Peter refers to 
Joel ii, 28, and the children spoken of by Peter 
refer only to large sons and daughters. They say 
the word children means posterity; but I would 
suggest to them that this is a little dangerous to 
their cause, as posterity means infants, as well as 
large boys and girls. But I will set down their 
interpretation as they intend it—simply, large 
sons and daughters. 

To this interpretation of this text I object: 

(1.) Because there is no evidence that Peter 
. refers to Joel in this promise. If it be said he 
refers to him in his speech, I answer, he also re- 
fers to David and the Psalms, Read the chapter 
and see. 

(2.) The evidence is clear that he did refer to 
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the covenant of Abraham, as we have seen in 
the:resemblance of the promises; and the neces- 
sary understanding of both Peter and his hearers. 
(3.) The Baptists’ view destroys the clearness 
and beauty of the apostle’s words. Peter refers 
to two classes of persons—you, and your chil- 
dren. You represents adults, and children stands 
for those of a tender age. Here are two classes, 
and Peter specifies each class in the promise. 
This shows that there was a gospel difference be- 
tween the classes, else one’ specification would 
have answered for both. Now it is evident, that 
the gospel makes a distinction in the mode of 
saving adults and infants—one by faith, the 
other without faith. Peter recognises the dis- 
tinction in this place. And to you, adults, he 
says, Repent, every one of you, for you are al] sin- 
ners. And by your repentance toward God, and~ 
faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, you -will find for- 
giveness and justification before God; and thus 
being justified, you come into a similar relation 
to God as infants, and with them have a right to 
baptism; for the promise is to you and your 
children. Now, what difference does the gospel 
make between parents and such “big boys and 
girls” as the Baptists see in this passage? Cer- 
tainly none. And if such is the case, when 
Peter said the promise is unto you, why did he 
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add, “and to your children ?’ But. Peter predi- 
cates the right of baptism on the promise; and 
combaapeliides as adults might be baptized because 
they were specified in the promise, infants, being 
specified in the promise, might be baptized also. 

(4.) I look with suspicion on this interpretation 
of the Baptists, as it is manifestly a work of ne- 
cessity to save their creed from utter ruin. This 
passage points the sword of the Spirit at all who 
would deny the right of infant baptism. They 
must either take its fearful edge, or turn it aside 
by making all these children “big boys and girls.” 

If infants were not allowed baptism by Christ 
and his apostles, their words were highly caleu- 
lated to mislead : “ For the unbelieving husband is 
sanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is 
sanctified by the husband : else were your children 
unclean; but now are they holy.” 1 Cor. vii, 14: 
The question which Paul would settle in this 
case was, whether it was lawful fora believer and 
an unbeliever to live together in the marriage 
state? The apostle answers in the affirmative, 
and subjoins as a reason for his answer, “ Else 
were your children unclean, but now are they 
holy.” The only thing in this text essential to 
this discussion is to know what the apostle meant 
by the words wnelean and holy. The Baptists 
will agree with us that the term holy does not 
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mean purity, for we alike hold the doctrine of 
natural depravity. We will also agree, I suppose, 
that the words are opposite in meaning; so, to 
find the meaning of one of these words gets the 
meaning of both. And having agreed that the 
term holy does not mean in this place purity, it 
follows that the term unclean does not mean 
essential impurity. The voice said to Peter, “ Kill 
and eat.” But Peter said, “ Not so, Lord, for I 
have never eaten anything that is common: or 
unclean.” What did Peter mean in this text by 
the word unclean? All will agree that he meant 
he had not eaten anything forbidden by the law—- 
anything prohibited. Again: “ God hath showed 
me that I should call no man common or un- 
“clean.” And therefore he offered the gospel, with 
baptism, to Cornelius. The word unclean, then, 
signifies things refused, or prohibited. The term 
holy being its opposite, means things received or 
allowed by law. Apply, then, this meaning to 
the terms in the text under consideration, and all 
is plain. “Else were your children unclean,”— 
rejected—tefused, or prohibited. But rejected 
from what? From Church relation, and baptism, 
as the children of parents who are both heathen. 
But now are they holy—that is, received, or al- 
lowed to come, as children whose parents are 
both Christian. But received to what? Not 
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simply as objects of care and attention, for hea- 
then children are thus received; but received in 
some way, and to something that is refused to 
children whose parents are both heathen. It can 
only mean, to a visible relation to the Church, 
which relation could not be enjoyed without bap- 
tism. Here, then, Paul is in with his Lord and 
Peter, in using words on this question. highly 
calculated to mislead, if infants were rejected 
from baptism. 

The Baptists also attack this text. And they 
have two ways in which they endeavour to evade 
its force. First. One class of them says, The 
apostle means by, “Else were your children 
wnclean”—you must put them away with the 
unbelieving companion. The second class says, 
The apostle means, Else were your children ¢dle- 
gitimate. We would remind the reader that both 
these explanations are not true, as they do not 
agree together. As to the first mode of evading 
this text, we observe, that the explanation is 
forced and unnatural. The question is not, What 
shall be done with the children? But, What shall 
be done with an unbelieving companion? And 
further, there could be no more propriety in the 
children following the wnbeleving parent, than 
the other, as the child is equally allied to both. 
As to the second effort to turn away the point of 
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this text by rendering it illegitimate, it is an 
outrage on the words of the passage. The terms 
which are rendered “legitimate” and “illegiti- 
mate,” have no such meaning anywhere else in 
any author, either sacred or profane. Of course 
“the rendering is a sheer invention,—the effort 
of a subtle wit to extricate itself from an unpleas- 
ant difficulty.’ It is impossible that those to 
whom the apostle wrote should understand him 
to mean so. It would be just as much to the 
point, “ and no greater license to render the words, 
Else were your children cripples, but now are 
they sound.” 

But there is another difficulty. It makes the 
apostle reason as badly as themselves, and presents 
him as proving the lawfulness of a marriage from 
the legitimacy of the children. This certainly is 
not the way marriages are usually proved legal. 

The groundless criticism of the Baptists being 
removed, this passage is left to give its testimony 
in favour of the religious privileges which the 
Church granted to the children of pious parents. 

(5.) If infants were not baptized by the apostles, 
in common with adults, the history the Scriptures 
give of different cases of baptisms is highly cal- 
culated to mislead the mind on this subject. 

Acts xvi, 14, 15, gives an account of the bap- 
tism of Lydia and her household : “ And when 


PLEA FOR INFANT BAPTISM. 109 


she was baptized, and her household, she besought 
us, saying, If ye have judged me” (not us) 
“faithful to the Lord, come into my house, and 
abide there.” 

Ah! says a Baptist, I am posted up on that 
point: “There were no children there;” “They 
were all adults;” “They were journeymen-dy- 
ers;” “ Lydia A ihagablca i lady.” Astonishing ! 
Where did our Baptist friends learn all these 
things? They must certainly have a different 
Bible from the common version. But we must 
try this case by the testimony of our old Bible, 
after all. And what does it say of this case? 
Simply: ‘ When she was baptized, and her house- 
hold.” These adults and dyers are brought in 
to embarrass a plain case. Strip the case, then, 
of all these far-fetched appendages, and what 
appears clearly set forth in this history? First. 
Lydia was baptized. Secondly. Her household 
were baptized. These two facts are’ distinctly 
stated. -Now, as there is no evidence that this 
household were adults, but the circumstances 
strongly indicate the contrary, was it not mani-° 
festly careless for an apostle thus to write, if in- 
fants were not to be baptized, especially when 
we consider that all knew the relation that infants 
had sustained to the Church in time past? 
But if we consider that infants were at this time 
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to be excluded from the Church and her ordinance, 
—which was the case if they were not baptized,— 
surely, there is a carelessness in the wording of 
this history which would not be allowed in a com- 
mon school-boy. The phraseology is highly cal- 
culated to mislead. Abraham and his house 
were circumcised.. Lydia and her house were 
baptized. These ordinances stand on the same 
promise. We know there were infants in the first. 
Were there none in the last ? 

The record of the baptism of the jailer’s family, 
(Acts xvi, 33,) and that of Stephanas, (1 Cor. i, 16,) 
are two other cases of like import. The Baptists, 
of course, say- there were no infants in either of 
these houses. But the great majority of the 
Church have thought: differently ; and if infants 
were not baptized by the apostles, these passages 
with others have deceived many. Was it the design 
of the apostles on this question to mislead and 
deceive the people? One such text, standing 
alone in the word of God, would arrest the atten- 
tion of the candid reader, and he would pause 
and ask himself the question, Were not infants 
baptized in this house? But when we consider 
the identity of the Church, and her practice of 
receiving infants, in common with adults, down 
to the very time of these apostles, and that always 
when the children of believing parents were re- 
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ferred to, they treated the subject just as we should 

expect they would if infants were still received as 

of old, and in their reports they mention the case 

of baptizing a household: not simply one, but 

a number. In this view these ,household bap-. 
tisms come into this argument with a strength of 

evidence that cannot be set aside. The practice 

of the Church, from Abraham, is a standing com- 

ment on these cases. And was there evera greater 

outrage on the candour of an enlightened people 

than the often-repeated declaration of the Baptists, 

“There were no children in those houses?” Had 

there been no Church until the time of the apos-° 
tles, even then their words and .actions would 

carry a majority of the people for infant bap-, 
tism. But when their words and actions are 
viewed, as they must be, by the light of the 
Church’s practice for two thousand years, there 
should be but one view on this subject. But the 

Baptists say, all in these houses were believers. 

And the reader can but know, that this on the 

- part of the Baptists is a work of necessity. They 

must either make this point or give up their Church. 

But how do they show this? Answer: First, by 
the assertion, “There were no infants there.” 
This, of course, is a strong hold, as it is an argu- 

ment that all of them, laymen and ministers, can 

alike use. 
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Secondly, by assertion. Mr. Carson, page 183, 
says these households “ must be believers because 
the apostles had no authority to baptize others.” 
Page 181 the doctor says also, “ If I were assured 
that there were ipfants in every one of the house- 
holds, I should with equal confidence. deny that 
they were baptized.” This only shows that the 
Bible has but little power over some men when it 
opposes their creed. 

Luke says the eles “was baptized, he and all 
his straightway.” Mr. Carson says if he were 
assured there were’ infants in this house, he would 
deny that they were baptized. The doctor cer- 
tainly takes strong ground. He would not believe 
the Bible if it opposed his creed. I hope there 
are but few of this spirit. Let us reject Mr. Car- 
son, and believe St. Luke. The effort of the 
Baptists to. show from. the texts themselves that 
these households were all adult believers is inef- 
fectual ; and. is a manifest endeavour to turn aside 
the plain common-sense view of these passages. 
And even if it could be proved that in one of the 
houses, or in all, there were no children, even then, 
the Baptists themselves must admit, it was a aaa 

way to announce the fact of their baptisms, as it 
has to avery great extent produced the impression 
that infants were, in those houses, baptized. These 
cases then, have a strong bearing in favour of in- 
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fant baptism.. Their agreement with that practice 
in which we are. re infants. were included, I 
refer to. the practice, of Abraham and the J ews 
with respect to circumcision, This agreement may 
be considered : First. In the principle which led 
to the practice. - r Cirenmeision was founded on this 
promise of God, “I will be a. God unto thee, and 
- to thy seed.” ee _ Baptism, proceeds on this, that 
“the promise is unto you and your. children ;” 
and. in this they are both alike. Secondly. In 
the practice itself, . When Abraham received cir- 
cumcision, bis household. were circumcised with 
him, so also when the jailer was baptized all his 
were baptized likewise. Now, when we discern 
two cases alike in principle and practice, and are 
sure that infants were intended in one, we then 
very naturally are led to conclude, that. infants 
‘must. be intended in the other. ; 
_ This is the view which naturally suggests itself 
to the mind... Any. other view is gathered up by 
efforts to avoid infant. baptism. And so. long as 
these household baptisms stand recorded i in the 
word of God, in the light of these antecedents, 
which have been presented in the preceding pages, 
so long will the unprejudiced readers of the 
Scriptures see in. ee a strong testimony for infant 
baptism. | > 
If pias eae were ar Eaotiaal by. the apos- 
8 
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tles, in common with adults, the history the Serip- 
tures give of different cases of baptisms is highly 
calculated to mislead the mind on this subject. | 
(6.) We find infant baptism received in the 
Church without opposition, at so early a period 
as to render it impossible, in the nature of things, 
that it should have attained such universal prac- 
tice, unless it came from Christ and his apostles. 
In presenting this argument, it is proper to ob- 
serve, that “some of the apostles were spared to 
the Church a long time, and the interval between 
the last of them and the earliest of the fathers 
was very brief.” Luke lived until about the year 
70; and John untilabout the year 100. So that 
the custom of the’ apostolic Church must have 
been well established before the last of the apos- 
tles went to his reward, and if infant baptism was 
practised in the Church any time during the first 
century, it had their sanction. Justin Martyr 
was born before John died, and about forty years 
after the death of the apostle he published his 
first Apology for the Christians, in which he says: 
“Many persons of both sexes, some sixty, some 
seventy years old, were made disciples to Christ 
from childhood.” This passage is admitted by 
the best Baptist writers to be genuine. Our 
only business is, therefore, to find out its meaning. 
The Baptists say it does not refer to infant bap- 
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tism. This is no more than we should expect ; 
for they having endeavoured to turn aside the 
words of the apostles, what could Justin Martyr 
expect ? 

They have to ways of ainpcg of this pas- 
sage :— 

1. That the vr “made disciples” does 
not mean to baptize. But in what other way 
were these children made disciples? What is the 
external sign of diseipleship? All will agree that 
it is baptism. Then allow that these childrer 
were baptized, and you have them made disciples 
by applying te them the outward sign of disci- 
pleship. But the Baptists answer, They were 
made disciples by teaching. Allowing for a me- 
ment that all these children were large enough 
to be taught, we will ask the Baptists, if teaching 
alone makes disciples? If so, what is the office 
of baptism? And why are you so strenuous on 
this question, and reject all unbaptized persons 
from the communion, if they are disciples without 
baptism? I think the Baptists had better take 
this explanation back. | 

2. But they have another way with this text. 
“From childhood,” they say, does not mean from 
infancy: these children were like those Peter ad- 
dressed —“large boys and girls.” Then, of course, 
they were baptized, and teaching alone did not 
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answer. But this is a forced criticism ; for éx traé- 
dwv, rendered “from childhood,” is the same word 
Mark uses (ix, 36) for the child that our Saviour 
took in his arms; much smaller, we presume, 
than the Baptists would be willing to baptize. 

The only rational conclusion, then, is, that the 
persons referred to by Justin were baptized in 
their infancy, and thus “made disciples to Christ ;” 
especially as we know that Paul baptized some 
infants, about that time, ine the household of 
Lydia, the jailer, and of Stephanas. 

Ireneus, one of the early fathers of the Church; 
was born about the time of Justin Martyr. He 
refers to this subject thus: “ Christ came to save 
all persons by himself; all, I say, who by him 
are regenerated unto God; infants, and little ones, 
and youths, and elder persons.” Wall. Inf. Bap., 
vol, i, ch. 3. 

This passage is also admitted by the Baptists 
as genuine; and hence our only inquiry will be, 
What does it mean? The term infants occurring 
in the passage, puts it out of the reach of the 
common explanation that the Baptists give all 
this class of texts—that the children were all 
grown to maturity. Therefore the only question 
to be settled in this passage is, to determine the 
meaning of the phrase “regenerated unto God.” 
It would seem a little unnatural to say of “in- 
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fants” and “little ones” that they were regenerated 
in the same sense that “‘ youths” and “ elder per- 
sons” are, if we use the term regenerated in 
the sense of conversion, or the “new birth.” But 
if we use it in the sense of dedicating persons to 
God by baptism, as the fathers certainly did, the 
passage is plain and the expression natural. Ire- 
nus constantly uses this term in this. sense. 
Speaking of the commission, he says: “ When 
our Lord gave his disciples. the power of regener- 
ating unto God, he said unto them, Go teach 
all nations, baptizing them.” Here there can be 
no mistake as to the meaning of the term regen- 
erate; it was done by baptism. Justin uses the 
term in the same sense: “They are conducted 
by us to a place where there is water, and are 
there regenerated in the same manner in which 
we were regenerated; for they are then washed 
in the name of God the Father and Lord of the 
universe, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of 
the Holy Ghost.”—Hall on Bap., p. 175. 

If, then, Irenzeus used the term regenerated in 
the above passage in the sense he and his breth- 
ren commonly used it, and every consideration 
seems to favour this view, then we have Irenzeus 
testifying to the baptism of “infants” and “ little 
ones.” Now, by such as say, If they knew there 
were infants in the jailer’s house, they would not 
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believe they were baptized, we may suppose this 
testimony will be readily set aside ; for when men 
are prepared to discredit an inspired evangelist, 
they would not long feel embarrassed with the 
testimovy of the fathers. But by such persons 
as read with no other desire than to know the 
truth on this subject, will be seen in the “regen- 
erated infants” of Irenzeus a manifest reference to 
infant baptism. 

Tertullian, in the second century, mentions in- 
fant baptism. The character of this man is well 
understood by the Church. “He ran into all 
manner of vagaries of doctrine;” and among 
other things, held that baptism took away sins— 
as some branches of the Baptists hold at the 
present day. This man advised the delay of bap- 
tism, not only to infants, but to adults also. It is 
said “he opposed infant baptism.” So, in the 
same manner, he opposed adult baptism; as he 
advised a delay in both cases, on the ground that 
he thought sins committed after baptism were 
more aggravated than those before. Speaking 
of infants he says: “For what need, except in 
case of necessity, that their godfathers should be 
in danger? because they may either fail of their 
promises by death, or they may be deceived by a 
child’s proving of a wicked disposition.” Again: 
“‘ What need their innocent age make such haste 
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to the forgiveness of sins” (by baptism),— Hall on 
Bap., p. 176. 

The Baptists, on the testimony of Tertullian, 
admit the genuineness of the text; and also, that 
he refers to infant baptism. ‘But they say he 
opposed it.” On this testimony of Tertullian we 
observe :— 

(1.) That the controversy on the question of 
infant baptism in the second century shows that 
it ewisted at that time in the Church; and also 
the arguments used by Tertullian show, that the 
question was, of the propriety of infant baptism, 
and not of its right: for he allowed it “in case 
of necessity.” This involves the right, which 
Tertullian admitted, and with him it was only a 
question of time. If the children were sick, or 
likely to die, then give them baptism. 

(2.) The manner in which Tertullian discussed 
this question shows its antiquity—that it came 
from the apostles; for certainly if it had_origi- 
nated in the Church since the apostles’ time, Ter- 
tullian must haye known it; for not quite one 
hundred years had intervened since John’s death. 
Now to suppose that Tertullian would so warmly 
controvert this question, and talk only of “ god- 
fathers,” and the danger of the children getting 
wicked, as also that there was no need of such 
haste, &c., when there was an argument of over- 
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whelming power at hand, is to suppose that this 
great controversialist was little else than a novice. 
Why did he not say, There need be no haste in 
baptizing infants; there is nothing binding in this 
institution ; it is an innovation upon the ordi- 
nance of baptism; it is not yet fifty years old, 
and it not only infringes upon the practice of the 
ordinance of baptism, but upon the principle it- 
self. ‘Faith precedes baptism in all cases.” This 
is according to the commission. Can any living 
man believe that all this is true, and the great 
Tertullian. hard pressed by his opponents, con- 
tented himself with talking only about “ god- 
fathers” and godmothers? The Baptists hold 
that infant baptism was at this period just begin- 
ning to come into the Church. Who proposed 
this great innovation? They cannot tell. But 
Tertullian, the only honest man in the Church, 
and he a heretic, lifted up his voice against it, 
and instead of crying out “innovation,” he said 
only that it would put the “godfathers” in. 
danger. 

Origen, in the third century, writing on the 
doctrine of original sin, speaks also of infant 
baptism :— 

“Infants are baptized for the forgiveness of 
sins.” “What is the reason why the baptism of 
the Church, which is given for the remission of 
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sins, is, by the usage of the Church, given also to 
infants ?”— Lord King, p.196. Hall on Bap.177. — 

Cyprian, and a council of sixty bishops, gave 
their opinion of infant baptism in the year 253. 
Lord King states the occasion of this council 
thus: “ A certain country bishop, called Fidus, 
had some scruples, not concerning the baptism 
of infants, but concerning the time of their bap- 
tism, whether they might be baptized before the 
second or third day after their birth, or before 
the eighth day, as it was observed with respect 
to circumcision under the Mosaical economy, the 
reasons or grounds for which his scruples he 
proposed to this synod.”—P. 197. 

The following is an extract from the answer 
of this council: “‘ Wherefore, dearly beloved, it 
is our opinion, that from baptism and the grace 
of God, who is merciful, kind, and benign to all, 
none ought to be prohibited by us, which as it is 
to be observed and followed with respect to all, 
so especially with respect to infants and those 
just born.”—P. 202. 

On this passage I will only remark, that those 
who can believe that this convention of sixty 
bishops—the lights of the Church at that early 
period—all met n holy council with such a one 
as Oyprian at their head, and all united to es- 
tablish a falsehood, without one honest man to 
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oppose it, must have lost much of that charity, 
without which they are as a “ sounding brass and 
a tinkling cymbal.” It must also be observed, 
that the question on which this council acted, 
was not the right of infant baptism, for on this 
question even Fidus was not in doubt; but he 
was in doubt whether it were right to deviate 
from the ancient practice of the Church, and con- 
secrate infants before they were eight days old. 
That this question should be suggested for con- 
sideration in the Church at that early period 
seems very natural. Believing, as they did, that 
baptism succeeded circumcision, which was by 
law administered to infants at eight days old, 
it was perfectly natural to inquire if the same 
law was not to be observed in respect to bap- 
tism; and the fact that this question was dis- 
cussed and answered by this council of bishops, 
without any reference to the right of infants after 
the eighth day to receive baptism, shows clearly 
that infant baptism was universally received by | 
the Church at that time. Any conclusion drawn 
from the case, contrary to 2 must be forced 
and unnatural. 

Pelagius lived three Bs ie years after the 
apostles. He rejected the doctrine of original 
sin, and this led to much controversy among the 
early fathers. Augustine says of the Pelagians : 
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“Since they grant that infants must be baptized, 
as not being able to resist the authority of the 
Church, which was doubtless delivered by our 
Lord and his apostles, they must also grant that 
they stand in need of the benefits of the Me- 
diator.” Again he says: “The custom of our 
Mother Church in baptizing infants must not be 
disregarded, nor accounted needless, nor believed to 
be anything else than an ordinance delivered to us 
from the apostles.” —Hall on Baptism, page 178. 
“Why are infants baptized for the remission 
of sins, if they have none?” “ With this argu- 
ment Pelagius was much embarrassed, and had 
recourse to a variety of evasions in order to es- 
cape from it.’—Dr. Pond on Bap. p.107. - 
Now why did not Pelagius just say: Infant 
baptism is an innovation; it has no binding au- 
thority. And being an institution of man, so 
recently introduced, it can have no authority in 
the argument. This, every one sees, would have 
been a full and complete answer to all these diffi- 
culties ; and living so near the apostles, if infant 
baptism had been an innovation he must have 
known it. How long would any of the Baptists 
of the present day be pressed with an argument 
that rested on infant baptism? But it seems 
that Pelagius was not able to resist the force of 
truth at that time, and therefore left it for men 
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of a much later date to deny the divinely-ap- 
pointed institution of infant baptism ; for Pelagius 
says: “Baptism ought to be administered to in- 
fants with the same sacramental words which are 
used in the case of adults.” And again: “ Men 
slander me, as if I denied the sacrament of bap- 
tism to infants.” “JZ never heard of any, not even 
the most impious heretic, who denied baptism to 
infants.”—Dr. Pond on Bap., pp. 107, 108. 

Quotations from the fathers on this subject 
might be much extended ; but desiring to discuss 
this question as briefly as the nature of the sub- 
ject will allow, we shall rest the argument on the 
testimony of the fathers already quoted. 

Justin Martyr speaks of persons living in his 
day who must have received infant baptism under 
the direction of Peter, James, and John ; they 
being, at the time Justin wrote, “some sixty, 
some seventy years old.” Common candour must 
admit that those infants “regenerated unto God” 
were baptized in infancy, for Zrencews could mean . 
nothing else by this expression. Tertullian taught 
infant baptism. as well as adult, if the child or 
adult was about to die; but recommended, in 
each case, that baptism should be delayed, that 
the sins of a life might be washed away by their 
baptism ; (for it seems he, like some classes of 
the Baptists of the present day, held that water 
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baptism was a saying ordinance;) and therefore 
was no more opposed to the principle of infant 
baptism, than to the baptism of adults. 

Origen says the Church “ baptized infants for 
the forgiveness of sins,” and that this authority 
was received from the apostles. 

Augustine speaks of infant baptism being of 
such authority in the Church that it could not be 
resisted—that is, no man could deny it. And 
Pelagius says infants ought to be baptized ; and 
when he was charged of rejecting infant baptism 
because he denied the doctrine of original sin, 
he considered it a slander, and said he “never 
heard of any, not even the most impious heretic, 
who denied baptism to infants.” He must have 
known of Tertullian, and perhaps refers to him in 
the word “heretic;” and his testimony in this 
case shows that Tertullian only recommended the 
delay of baptism, as above explained. But the 
Baptists teach that infant baptism came into the 
Church about that time as an innovation; and 
yet Pelagius says he “never heard of any who 
denied baptism to infants.” If infant baptism was 
an innovation, who proposed it? In what year 
was it introduced? Was there any opposition to 
its introduction into the Church? If so, who op- 
posed it? There never has been an answer given 
to one of these questions ; and yet the Baptists 
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ask the people to believe that infant baptism is 
of human device, and forced upon the Church 
contrary to the command of our Lord. Let on 
reader judge for himself. 


Ill. Lhe objections to infant baptism apa 
by its opponents are groundless. 


- OBJECTION I. 

There is no express command in the Scriptures 
for baptizing infants; therefore, infants pa ee not 
to be baptized. 

By the phrase “express command,” in this ob- 
jection, the Baptists mean that it is nowhere 
said in the Scriptures, in so many words, “ Infants 
must be baptized,” or, “Thou shalt baptize in- 
fants.” And because it is not thus “ expressed,” 
infants are to be refused baptism. This objection 
is designed to exclude all inferential testimony, 
however strong such evidence may be, and make 
the subject of infant baptism depend on a certain 
form of words of their own suggestion. Bap- . 
tism, they say, is a positive institution; and all 
who have a right to its advantages must be espec- 
ially named in the law of the ordinance; and, 
therefore, no inferential testimony can be allowed 
in the case. And as infants are not named in the 
great commission, they have no right to baptism. 
I think I have given above the view the Baptists 
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_ take of this objection. And I will now offer the 
following observations upon it :— 

#(4.) ‘The objection is arrogant and dogmatical. 
It assumes to say to the Almighty how he must 
teach the people; and unless he expresses himself 
on certain subjects in a particular form of words, 
they will not regard him. This is the spirit of 
the objection. The foregoing pages present some 
of the evidence which God has given for infant 
baptism. But all this passes for nothing with 
the Baptists. And because God did not say in 
in so many words, “Thou shalt baptize infants,” 
they reject them from the ordinance; though 

such rejection should involve the greatest absurd- 
ities, and leave Christ and the apostles liable to 
the charge of misleading the people, whenever 
they referred to the case of infants; which is cer- 
tainly the case if infants were not baptized. The 
arrogance of this objection is enough to destroy 
it: for, “Who hath known the mind of the 
Lord? or who hath been his counsellor ?” 

(2.) This objection is also degrading to men ; 
for it assumes that men cannot understand the Al- 
mighty unless he speaks in express words and in 
short sentences. Consequently very much of the 
teaching of the Scriptures is altogether useless. 
Its allegories and parables, according to this Bap- 
tist objection, are all very much out of place. 


128 A PLEA FOR INFANT BAPTISM. 


The people can understand nothing but express 
words, But if any one says the objection does 
not mean this, we ask, What does it mean? . For 
certainly if men can understand facts and. circum- 
stances, and draw conclusions from them sufficient 
to make out a case, why bind the Almighty to 
express words, as in the case of this objection? 

_ (3.) The principle of this objection is false, and 
the Baptists themselves reject it in certain. cases. 
The Baptists reject infant baptism because God 
did not expressly say, ‘Thou shalt baptize infants :” 
for in positive institutions, they say, nothing is to 
be inferred, but everything to be expressed. 

Now we have three institutions in the Chureh 
resting on positive law. The Sabbath is the first. 
But the law says the seventh day of the week is 
the Sabbath : This thou shalt remember and keep 
holy. But our Baptist friends, as well as our- 
selves, keep for the Sabbath the first day of the 
week. We can assign a reason for so doing from 
the facts and circumstances connected with the 
resurrection of Christ and the practice of the 
apostolic Church. But the Baptists have no right 
to do this. Their objection forbids to reason on 
the positive anetitotions of the Church. They 
must have an “ express” command on the subject, 
as in the case of infant baptism. But here the 
Baptists condemn their own objection, and prove 
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the first day of the week to be the Sabbath, just’ 


as we do, from facts and circumstances. And 
herein is their inconsistency. They contend for 
the principle of the above objection to-day, in 
arguing on infant baptism; but they abandon it 
to-morrow, in arguing on the Christian Sabbath. 
A principle which must be abandoned in contend- 
ing for the truth, is only used in contending for 
error. But this is what the Baptists use in op- 
posing infant baptism. 

The sacrament of the Lord’s supper is another 
positive institution. Nothing, according to the 
Baptist objection, is to be inferred on this subject, 
but all must be expressed. How then does it 
happen that our Baptist friends admit their females 
to the Lord’s table; have they an express com- 
mand, in so many words, for so doing? Cer- 
tainly they have not. Here again they abandon 
their own objection, and prove the right of females 
to the communion, from facts and circumstances. 
They say women are capable of communion with 
God,—are proper subjects of baptism, d&c.,—and, 
therefore, ought to receive the sacrament. This 
is all true; but you, as a Baptist, have abandoned 
your great principle in order to say it. Your prin- 
ciple is, No inferences on positive institutions ; and 
yet you have inferred, from the character of women, 
that they are proper persons for the Lord’s supper. 

a) 
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The third institution of the Church is baptism. 
Ilere the Baptists say, No inferences; we want 
“express” words. Infants are not to be received 
to baptism because the Lord did not say, “ Infants 
are to be baptized.” This is the position of the 
Baptists on the three positive institutions of the 
Church. They practise differently. They claim 
on baptism, that there can be no inferences on 
positive institutions, but everything must be ex- 
pressed in so many words, and with this they 
undertake to reject infants from baptism : but pass- 
ing from baptism to the Sabbath, and the sacra- 
ment, they deny their own objection, and by infer- 
ence keep the first for the seventh day of the week 
as the Sabbath ; and by inference admit females to 
the Lord’s table. We think, then, the objection 
is groundless, for it is pronounced false twice out 
of three times by the Baptists themselves. 


OBJECTION II. 


The Scriptures require faith and repentance be- 
fore baptism : but infants can neither believe nor 
repent : therefore infants ought not to be baptized. 

In support of this objection, the Baptists refer 
to the great commission of Christ to his disciples, 
as well as to other scriptures, where faith and re- 
pentance stand before baptism. This objection 
constitutes the stronghold of the Haptists. To it 
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Dr. Carson “ flies in every time of trouble.” So: 
confident was he in the strength of this objection, 
that the says in his work on baptism, page 181, 
“Tf I were assured that there were infants in 
every one of the households, I should with equal 
confidence deny that they were baptized.” . Luke 
says of the jailer, “he was baptized, he and all his, 
straightway.” Yet Mr. Carson had so much con- 
fidence that faith and repentance preceded bap- 
tism -in all ‘cases, that “‘ express” testimony of a 
sacred historian could not convince him to the 
contrary. That this objection should deceive, and 
lead astray some persons, I do not wonder; but 
that men of thought and study should be de- 
ceived by it is certainly astonishing. A logicién 
would perceive at once that this objection violates 
the great principle of sound reasoning, that 
“there should not be more in the conclusion 
than was in the premises.” This objection has 
adults understood in the premises, and infants 
expressed in the conclusion. This is enough to 
destroy the objection in the mind of an impar- 
tial judge of sound reasoning. I would remark 
again, that this objection should be received with 
caution, Masmuch as it seems designedly in- 
definite. "When it says faith and repentance are 
required before baptism, does it mean in all 
cases? If it does, we deny it. If it does not, 
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then it has no force against infant baptism, be- 
cause their case might be the one where faith and 
repentance were not required. The objection 
then, we understand to mean, that in all cases 
the Scriptures require faith and repentance before 
baptism. In this sense we deny it, and will 
prove it false by.the baptism of our Lord. 

Our Lord was baptized; his character pre- 
cludes the idea of either faith or repentance, and 
therefore our Lord’s baptisnt was either wrong, 
or the objection is false. But our Lord’s baptism 
could not be wrong. This objection, therefore, 
assists a falsehood. If the Baptists say, to re- 
lieve the case, that our Lord had no sin to repent 
of, and being the object of faith himself, could 
not believe in, the commonly-received sense of 
that word, we answer, so it is with infants. 
They, like their Lord, have no actual sins to re- 
pent of, and are incapable of faith. So the bap- 
tism of our Lord shows clearly two things : first, 
that this objection is false; and second, that the 
absence of faith and repentance in an infant is 
no obstacle in. the way ofhis baptism. 

It is evident to all, that. any argument, the prin- 
ciple of which opposes a truth, must itself be 
false. That this objection opposes. established 
truths may be further seen by applying it to the 
circumcision of infants: eircumcision bound to 
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the keeping of the law. “Ye must be circum- 
cised and keep the law.” “Every man who is 
circumcised is a debtor to do the whole law.” 
Now, everybody knows that an infant could not 
do the whole law, nor any part of the law. They 
therefore ought not to have been circumcised. 
But a Baptist may say God commanded it.’ This 
we grant, and his command shows that it was 
right, and that this objection is wrong; for this 
objection opposes the circumcision of infants, 
which God has pronounced right. 

This argument would have been just as good 
in the mouth of a Jew, against infant circumci- 
sion, as it is in the mouth of a Baptist against 
infant baptism; therefore the objection is false. 
But it has more power against the salvation of 
infants than against their baptism: for our Lord 
does not say, He that believeth not, shall not be 
baptized; but he does say, “He that believeth 
not, shall be damned.” Therefore, the objection 
is much stronger against infant salvation than it 
is against infant baptism. 

Let us set these objections down, side by side, 
and we ask the reader to look at them and de- 
cide in his own mind, how the Baptists can re- 
ject infants from baptism by this objection, and 
at the same time, in opposition to this objection, 
admit their salvation. © 


134 A PLEA FOR INFANT BAPTISM. 


(1.) “The Scriptures require faith and repent- 
ance before baptism: but infants can neither 
believe nor repent : therefore infants oagt not to 
be baptized.” And also, 

(2.) The Scriptures require faith and repent- 
ance before salvation: but infants can neither 
believe, nor repent: therefore infants ought not to 
be saved, 

Now, these arguments are equal in all their 
parts; they must therefore stand or fall together. 
The man that rejects infant baptism by the first, 
must also reject infant salvation by the last. For 
a man to receive the first, and thereby reject 
infant baptism ; and reject the second, and admit 
infant salvation, is to subject himself even to the 
ridicule of children. The Baptists admit the sal- 
vation of infants, and thereby reject their own 
objection. 

The facts in this case are simply these. The 
Scriptures require faith and repentance of adult 
sinners, and therefore those adult sinners who- 
have not faith and repentance ought not to be 
baptized. But to say, because the Scriptures re- 
quire faith and repentance of adult:sinners, there- 
fore infants ought not to be baptized, is a bur- 
lesque on logic, and an outrage on the word of 
God. This objection, then, is false in fact, as it 
proves against the baptism of Christ, against 
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infant circumcision, and against infant salvation. 
Therefore it must be rejected, as it is a ground- 
less chjection to infant baptism. 


OBJECTION III. 


“Infant baptism takes away the right of the 
child.” rs 

Does it take away the right of the child any 
more than did circumcision? In this there is 
an exact parallel; and if the one is wrong, so 
was the other. But what right does it take 
away? Do the Baptists answer, The right to say 
whether they will be baptized or not? We reply, 
that no person has any such right. God has 
commanded “every one” to be baptized —* you 
and your children”—and therefore no person has 
a right to reject baptism; and what a person has 
not, cannot be taken from him. Do the Baptists 
say: The right to choose the mode of receiving 
the ordinance? I presume not; for they take 
this right themselves not only from infants, but 
from even adults. The Baptists take a very dif- 
ferent view of this subject from what was taken 
of it in the day of the ancient worthies. Then 
the child that was not presented to God in the 
ordinance of his Church was cut off, and thereby 
lost his rights; but more latterly they have found 

out, that to give a child the sign of his relation 
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to the same old Church takes away his rights! 
It is a pity Tertullian had not known that; he 
might have set it.down as a reason for the delay 
of baptism in the case of infants in a healthy 
state. But I suppose the old man never thought 
of it. Do the Baptists say: The right of obeying 
God in receiving baptism? We answer, that the 
command to be baptized is given to unbaptized 
persons. But those who have been baptized have 
not this command, and consequently are free; so 
that in the case of persons baptized in infancy, 
God is obeyed from the beginning, and to such 
God never says, Be baptized over again. But I 
cannot say so much for the Baptists. vee often 
say it. 


OBJECTION IV. 


“Persons baptized in infancy can never know 
themselves baptized.” page, 

This objection to infant baptism is often urged 
with great effect. The whole force of this objec- . 
tion rests in the idea of knowing the fact. If the 
validity of Christian baptism rested in a personal 
knowledge of the fact, there perhaps would be 
some force in thé objection. But this is not the 
case. It has a higher sanctity than our personal 
knowledge. But the same objection could have 
been brought against infant circumcision. To this 


# 
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it may be said that circumcision left its mark. 
Very true ; but the same kind of a mark might be 
made in the flesh from other considerations. It 
might arise from disease or accident; and the 
simple fact of their having the mark in the flesh 
would only be an item of evidence in the case. 
But for them to know the fact of their circumcision 
from personal knowledge ‘was as much impossi- 
ble as in the case of infant baptism. They could 
have one additional item of evidence, but even 
that would not reduce the case to personal knowl- 
edge; and in this the point of the objection con- 
sists. Therefore we say, the same objection would 
have been equally strong against infant cireum- 
cision. But again: this objection would set aside 
all knowledge which did not come under our 
own observation, within the time of our memory ; 
for it asks us to reject our infant baptism because 
we have no personal knowledge of the fact. 
By this objection we should reject all history of 
the past, together with the word of God and all 
its doctrines. And even Jesus Christ must be 
rejected ; for none of us have seen him personally. 
If this objection is to be received, no man knows 
his own age, nor his own name, nor the place of 
his birth, nor even his own mother. I ask a 
Baptist how he knows his age? He answers 
that his parent told him ; and I suppose he would 
? 
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be offended if I should “ knowingly” say, You 
do not know certainly. He might think it called 
in questiorf the veracity of his parents, and cast 
a reflection on the honour of the family. But 
he can say to a person baptized in infancy, You 
do not know certainly that you are baptized. It 
is to be feared that our Baptist friends are often 
more anxious concerning the knowledge of water 
baptism, than for a personal knowledge of the 
baptism of the Holy Ghost. Inasmuch, then, as 
this objection involves the necessity of rejecting 
the common facts which regulate society, and also 
the rejection of gospel truth, on the receiving of 
which our salvation depends, it certainly can have 
no force against infant baptism; “for that which 
proves too much is good for nothing.” 


OBJECTION V. 


Infant baptism serves to fill the Church with 
unconverted persons, and thereby to make the 
Church consist of a carnal membership and a. 
corrupt ministry. 

In support of this objection the Baptists refer 
to the Church of Rome, the Church of England, 
and some other Churches that have lost the 
spirituality of the gospel; and in this manner 
the objection is made to produce an effect on the 
unthinking. But, allowing for a moment, this 
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objection to be true, the reader can but discover 
that it reflects greatly on the character of the 
great Master-builder, as he appointed an ordi- 
nance in his Church which serves to quench the 
fires of spirituality; for certainly the baptism 
of infants could no more produce this effect in 
the Church than infant circumcision; and if God 
knew that it was opposed to spirituality, why did 
‘he appoint it? But this objection assumes what 
is not true. It attributes evils to infant baptism 
which manifestly belong to other causes. As for 
instance :— 

(1.) The placing too much dependence on the 
outward ordinances of religion. If a Church 
hold water baptism to be regeneration, and take 
the outward sign for the thing signified, then it 
becomes filled with unconverted members, with 
a carnal and corrupt ministry; and it makes 
no difference whether this Church baptizes in- 
fants or adults only—the result is the same. 
Whether it be by sprinkling or immersion, it 
changes not the case. But is the holy insti- 
tution of baptism in the fault for all this ? 
Certainly not. It is its abuse, in placing too 
much dependence on an outward ordinance. We 
are perfectly willing the reader should be his 
own judge what Churches place the most de- 
pendence on water baptism. Some branches of 
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the Baptists hold water baptism as a saving or- 
dinance; others allow no communion without 
it; and with all the Baptist Churches, - baptism 
is the great leading idea. I am free to admit 
that some of the Pzedobaptist Churches are too 
much like some Baptists, and place too much 
dependence on baptism, and rest too much on 
outward ordinances. But I do not hold baptism 
responsible, either in the one case or the other; 
they alike lower the standard of the gospel, con- 
tent themselves with the letter, and forget the 
spirit. “It is the spirit that giveth life.” Let 
the Church follow the example of our Lord and 
say, “Ye must be born again;” and insist up- 
on the spiritual work of grace in the heart, as the 
only means of communion with God here, and 
of heaven hereafter. This will remove the evil 
complained of in the objection. 


OBJECTION VI. 


Infant baptism is a relic of Popery, which the 
Protestant Church has not fully shaken off. 

This objection is nothing in itself, and yet it pro- 
duces its effect on certain persons. Perhaps there 
can scarcely be found a more manifest effort to de- 
stroy a truth, without assigning a reason, than is 
seen in this objection. It is a sort of “mad-dog” 
cry, used by many of the opponents of infant 
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baptism, to bring this institution into disrepute 
with the people. - ‘ 

But there is one thing I wish the Baptists 
would explain, and that is, how infant baptism 
could cause the Roman Church to fall away 
from truth and spirituality, and then, the Roman 
Church, in her fallen state, originate infant bap- 
tism? The falling away of Rome is said to be 
on account of infant baptism introducing carnal 
members into the Church, and then with a view 
to give infant. baptism a corrupt origin, it is 
called a “relic of Popery.” Now I would advise 
the Baptists to abandon one or the other of these 
objections. It will make no difference which, for 
one is as true as the other. But to retain both, 
and urge them against infant baptism, looks like 
a zeal which is not according to knowledge. But 
the Baptists admit infant baptism.in the Church 
within two hundred years from our Lord, and 
Popery, as such, had no existence until about the 
sixth century. So, by the admission of the Bap- 
tists themselves, this relic of Popery is about 
four hundred years older than the Pope. But 
this objection, perhaps, is used more than almost 
any other against infant baptism, notwithstanding 
it asserts what is positively false. 
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OBJECTION VII, 


It is claimed by the Baptists, that persons 
sometimes become dissatisfied with their infant 
baptism, and are therefore embarrassed by this 
institution. 

In reply to this objection we would observe, 
that though we should admit all the objection 
states, it would not follow that infant bap- 
tism is wrong therefore. For the fact that some 
persons renounce their infant baptism, does not 
prove infant baptism wrong any more than Chris- 
tianity is proved false because some persons 
renounce their religion. And as to the embar- 
rassment, it certainly cannot be very great, as 
there are generally Baptist ministers ready to 
accommodate such persons, by repeating the or- 
dinance in as much water as may be desired. 

But of all the objections to infant baptism 
urged by the Baptists, this certainly is most to 
their discredit. The people know with what zeal . 
the Baptists prosecute the work of opposing in- 
fant baptism. They preach against it in private 
and in public. Their books and newspapers are 
filled with ridicule, sarcasm, and sneers at this 
ordinance. Is it to be wondered at, and received 
as an evidence against infant baptism, when the 
Baptists succeed in gaining a convert? The great 
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wonder is that they lead off sofew. Let thesame 
effort be made by the same persons against any of 
the established doctrines of religion, and I venture 
to say they will lead as many astray as they do 
on infant baptism. Let them talk against regen- 
eration, or the resurrection of the body, and 
their success will be equally great. But I sup- 
pose no Christian would therefore conclude 
against either of these established doctrines of 
the gospel. If our Baptist friends will hold their 
peace thus, their objection would soon die; but 
so long as they compass sea and land to make 
one proselyte, so long we may reasonably expect 
they can present here and there a lamb led away 
from the fold. This objection, then, carefully 
viewed, exhibits nothing so prominently as the 
disgrace of those who urge it 


THE END. 
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